“What we’re saying makes sense so I’ve subscribed to it and I try to live by it.” : A qualitative exploration of prisoners’ motivation to participate in an innovative rehabilitation programme through the lens of self-determination theory. by Bunce, Annie E.
  
 
“What we’re saying makes sense so I’ve subscribed to it and I 
try to live by it.”: A qualitative exploration of prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in an innovative rehabilitation 
programme through the lens of Self-Determination Theory 
 
 
Annie Bunce 
 
 
Thesis submitted for the degree of Doctor of Philosophy  
 
Department of Sociology 
Faculty of Arts and Social Sciences 
University of Surrey 
 
September 2019 
 
1 
 
Declaration of Originality  
 
This thesis and the work to which it refers are the results of my own efforts. Any ideas, data, 
images or text resulting from the work of others (whether published or unpublished) are fully 
identified as such within the work and attributed to their originator in the text, bibliography or 
in footnotes. This thesis has not been submitted in whole or in part for any other academic 
degree or professional qualification.  I agree that the University has the right to submit my work 
to the plagiarism detection service TurnitinUK for originality checks.  Whether or not drafts 
have been so-assessed, the University reserves the right to require an electronic version of the 
final document (as submitted) for assessment as above. 
 
Annie Bunce 
07/08/2019 
 
 
Word count: 99, 583 
Total word count (inclusive of references and appendices): 131, 549 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
2 
 
Abstract  
 
This thesis draws upon self-determination theory (SDT) and qualitative interviews with 
(mostly) long-serving prisoners participating in an innovative strengths-based rehabilitation 
programme in three English prisons. It aimed to explore prisoners’ initial motivation for joining 
the programme; the ways in which motivation to participate changed over time; and the 
usefulness of SDT’s conceptualisation of motivation - as relatively extrinsic or intrinsic 
according to fulfilment of basic psychological needs (BPNs) for competence, autonomy and 
relatedness - for exploring prisoners’ motivation. It contributes to the literature by considering 
motivation to participate through the lens of SDT; focusing on an atypical rehabilitation 
programme; enhancing qualitative insight into prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
rehabilitation programmes; exploring participants’ perceptions of their motivation over time; 
and the potential for programme participation to influence prisoners’ early-stage desistance.  
 
Prisoners were initially motivated by a combination of motives that are variously extrinsic and 
intrinsic in nature. These include to ‘give back’; to aid their rehabilitative journeys; to gain 
skills; a lack of alternative opportunities in the prison; and to enhance their release prospects. 
Motives relating to giving back and personal rehabilitation were sustained and/or reinforced 
over time. Supporting SDT predictions, prisoners’ motivation fluctuated according to how far 
participating satisfied BPNs for competence, relatedness and autonomy. Internal motivation 
was enhanced by an increasing sense of empowerment, self-mastery and 
achievement/responsibility; positive connections with others; and experiencing therapeutic 
change. Prisoners’ internalisation of motivation to make amends primarily drove continued 
participation and reinforced early intentions to desist. Constraints within the programme and/or 
wider prison context sometimes undermined motivation, thus external motives also influenced 
motivation over time. However, prisoners’ continued partially extrinsic motivation was not as 
detrimental to coexisting autonomous forms of motivation as SDT would predict.  
 
These findings have implications for applying SDT in the prison context, for academic 
research, rehabilitative practice and prison policy.  
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
 
1.1 Background  
 
This thesis draws upon Self-Determination Theory – rarely applied in the prison context – to 
explore prisoners’ accounts of their motivation to participate in an innovative rehabilitation 
programme that brought young people and prisoners together within the prison. It explores 
prisoners’ motivation to participate in a dual-purpose youth crime diversion and offender 
rehabilitation programme, referred to as BrightHorizons. The programme was grounded in 
principles of peer support/education and strengths-based rehabilitation and aimed to support 
desistance. BrightHorizons was an unusual prison-based programme in several respects. 
Namely, by bringing young people into prison, and by being a smaller-scale, non-accredited, 
non-compulsory programme at the same time as a long-term, paid job for prisoners (see 
sections 1.5 and 1.6). The research on which this thesis was based was conducted as part of a 
wider process and outcome evaluation of the impact of BrightHorizons on longer-term 
desistance (see Bullock et al., 2018) (see also Appendix F).  
 
The aim of the thesis was to provide an understanding of prisoners’ motivation to participate 
in BrightHorizons. First, to understand prisoner’s initial motivation to participate. Second, to 
examine how prisoners’ experiences of participating in the programme, and their wider 
experiences of imprisonment, shaped their motivation to participate over time. Prisoners’ 
motivation is explored through the lens of Self-Determination Theory (SDT; Deci and Ryan, 
1985, 2000; Ryan and Deci, 2017). SDT distinguishes between ‘intrinsic’ and several types of 
‘extrinsic’ motivation. Intrinsic motivation refers to doing something because it is inherently 
interesting or enjoyable, whilst extrinsic motivation refers to doing something because it leads 
to a separable outcome (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). Intrinsically motivated behaviours are 
autonomously regulated, whilst extrinsically motivated behaviours are controlled by external 
contingencies, for example reward accomplishment or punishment avoidance. However, SDT 
posits that extrinsically motivated behaviours are not simply externally controlled or otherwise. 
Rather, they vary in the degree to which they are autonomous versus controlled (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000a). Through a process of internalisation, individuals take in social values and 
extrinsic contingencies and progressively transform them into personal values and self-
motivations (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). SDT thus posits a continuum from amotivation, through 
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variously extrinsic types of motivation, to intrinsic motivation, whereby meeting basic 
psychological needs (BPNs) for competence (perceived confidence in achieving goals), 
relatedness (a sense of connectedness with others) and autonomy (feeling in control of one’s 
actions) facilitates intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan, 1987; Howells and Day, 2003). SDT 
predicts that the more autonomous the motivation driving the behaviour, the more likely 
undertaking it will lead to enhanced persistence, creativity, learning, performance, and well-
being (Ryan and Deci, 2000b, 2017) (a detailed outline of SDT is provided in section 3.4). A 
third primary aim of this thesis was thus to consider whether SDT provides a useful framework 
through which to understand prisoners’ motivation for participating in prison-based 
programmes - and, if so, how and why. Along with the implications for the operation of prison-
based rehabilitation programmes. 
 
The thesis makes several important contributions to knowledge. Firstly, exploring prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in prison based-programmes through the theoretical lens of SDT 
makes a major contribution to the literature, since this has rarely been applied in the context of 
prison programming. Secondly, the thesis considered prisoners’ motivation to participate in a 
non-traditional, strengths-based rehabilitation programme rather than mandatory ‘offending 
behaviour programmes’ (OBPs). OBPs generally take the form of structured, accredited 
cognitive-behavioural programmes and currently dominate the penal landscape in England and 
Wales. Less is understood about prisoners’ experience of smaller-scale, non-accredited 
programmes- such as BrightHorizons- that deviate from this model. Thirdly, it adds to the 
relatively underdeveloped qualitative literature on prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
programmes, allowing for in-depth, first-person perspectives to be gathered. Fourth, it explores 
prisoners’ perceptions of their motivation over time, from those currently participating in the 
programme. Few studies have considered motivation to participate in programmes over time, 
and most question prisoners about their motivation post-programme completion (see Strauss 
and Falkin, 2000). Finally, it provides new insights into the potential influence of programme 
participation on early motivation towards desistance. Desistance research has mostly been 
carried out with ‘desisting’ or ‘persisting’ ex-prisoners (eg. Maruna, 2001). Less is known 
about the potential for transitions towards desistance to begin in prison, and the role of 
programme participation in this process (eg. King, 2013b, 2013a; McLean, Maitra and 
Holligan, 2017). 
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1.2 Overview of the chapter 
 
This chapter provides a contextual backdrop to this research. In so doing, it provides a history 
of prison-based rehabilitation programmes in the UK. It then considers the long-understood 
importance of motivation for programme participation. This is followed by the recent evolution 
of prison-based rehabilitation programmes in theory and practice - informed by findings from 
desistance research. In so doing it considers the purpose of prison-based rehabilitation 
programmes, the types of programmes currently available in prison, and the evidence upon 
which such programmes are based. The discussion then moves to what is currently understood 
and what remains to be clarified about the role of prisoner motivation to participate in prison-
based programmes. An overview of the BrightHorizons programme is also provided. This is 
followed by a statement of the main contributions and aims of the current research. It ends by 
laying out the structure of the thesis.  
 
1.3 A brief history of contemporary prison-based rehabilitation in the UK 
 
To contextualise the current focus on prisoners’ motivation to participate in prison-based 
rehabilitation programmes, this section sets out the inception, purpose and current provision of 
such programmes in prisons.  
 
The late 1970s onwards1 was associated with prisons being re-framed as potential sites for 
offender rehabilitation, with a period of creativity and experimentation within prison-based 
rehabilitation in the UK (Palmer, 1975; Gendreau and Ross, 1987; Cullen and Gendreau, 2001; 
Cullen, 2005; Hollin, 2011). Such innovation included the provision of individualised 
treatment, based on scientific evidence of the social and psychological risk factors most 
commonly associated with criminal behaviour (Harland, 1996; Cullen and Gendreau, 2001; 
Cullen, 2007). This development was largely catalysed by the so-called ‘What Works’ 
movement during the late 1980s, from which emerged a series of (largely meta-analytic) 
findings demonstrating that punitive approaches were ineffective, whilst psychologically and 
behaviourally-oriented programmes reduced recidivism (Andrews et al., 1990; Izzo and Ross, 
                                                          
1 Rehabilitation in the prison obviously has a longer history than this. The history of approaches to offender 
rehabilitation in the UK has been well documented, thus for reasons of space this brief history starts here, at the 
most relevant point for the ensuing discussion. For a more comprehensive history the reader is directed to Hollin 
(2011); Hollin and Palmer (2006b) and Crow (2001).    
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1990; Lösel, 1995; Gendreau, 1996; Vennard, Hedderman and Sugg, 1997; Lipsey, 1999, 2009; 
Cullen and Gendreau, 2001; McGuire, 2002; Landenberger and Lipsey, 2005; Latessa and 
Lowenkamp, 2006; Lipsey and Cullen, 2007; Smith, Gendreau and Swartz, 2009; Gendreau 
and Smith, 2012). However, this body of research also showed that the effects of treatment 
programmes were heterogeneous, due to differing cognitive abilities, motivations and 
personalities of participants,  and aspects of the therapeutic environment -  which could inhibit 
or enhance engagement and learning (Day et al., 2010). Efforts thus turned to demonstrating 
‘what works’ for which types of offenders, under what conditions (Palmer, 1995; Hollin and 
Palmer, 2006b).  
 
The ‘What Works’ movement culminated in the development of a set of ‘principles of effective 
intervention’, incorporated into the Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) model of offender 
rehabilitation (Andrews and Bonta, 1998)2. To summarise, the risk principle states that the level 
of intervention provided should be matched to the offender’s risk of re-offending, such that 
intensive services should be directed towards higher-risk offenders, and services to low-risk 
offenders should be minimised (Andrews and Bonta, 2010). The need principle asserts that 
services should assess and target criminogenic needs, which are dynamic risk factors associated 
with criminal behaviour (Andrews and Bonta, 2010). The responsivity principle (see also 
section 3.2.1) posits that to maximise an offender’s ability to learn from rehabilitative 
interventions, structured social-learning and cognitive-behavioural interventions should be 
employed (general responsivity); and that interventions should be individualised according to 
learning style, motivation, abilities, personality and bio-demographic characteristics (specific 
responsivity) (Bonta and Andrews, 2007; Andrews and Bonta, 2010). Empirical studies 
confirmed that programmes adhering to RNR principles led to greater reductions in reoffending 
than those that did not (eg. Andrews, 1995, 2006; Dowden and Andrews, 2004; Andrews and 
Dowden, 2005; Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2006; Andrews and Bonta, 2010). This sparked 
a period from 1992 onwards of rapid implementation and evaluation of (largely) cognitive-
behavioural treatment programmes (OBPs) in prisons in England and Wales (McGuire, 2002; 
Falshaw et al., 2003; Goggin and Gendreau, 2006; Cullen, 2007; Hollin and Bilby, 2007; 
Hollin, 2011). In turn this led to the development of alcohol, drugs and psychiatric treatment 
programmes, educational courses, and vocational training, which could all be requirements of 
                                                          
2 The ‘What Works’ literature is so well-known that it is not referred to in detail here. For more detailed 
overviews see Hollin and Bilby (2007); McGuire and Priestley (1995); Andrews and Bonta (2010); Sapouna et 
al., (2015). 
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a prisoners’ sentence plan (Robinson and Crowe, 2009). In 1999, an accreditation panel was 
established as part of the government’s Crime Reduction Programme, which assessed 
programmes against formal criteria to ensure they adhered to the core principles of effective 
intervention (and still does today) (Rex et al., 2003; Maguire et al., 2010). Various non-
accredited programmes have also been implemented in UK prisons, which may take a more 
varied and innovative approach to rehabilitating offenders3 (see Turner, 2012). However, far 
less research has been conducted on such programmes (Ministry of Justice, 2015; Fox, 2016).  
 
The essential aim of accredited OBPs is to engender individual change on the basis of personal 
choice by adjusting behaviour from criminal or anti-social towards law-abiding or pro-social 
behaviour (McGuire, 2000). They generally aim to achieve this by targeting internal thought 
processes and utilising cognitive-restructuring, coping-skills and problem-solving techniques 
to increase offenders’ perceived control over their behaviour, whilst encouraging taking 
responsibility towards others and the community (Milkman and Wanberg, 2007). However, 
after some encouraging early results, evaluations of OBPs adhering to ‘What Works’ principles 
started to reveal more disappointing results (Cann et al., 2003; Falshaw et al., 2003; Friendship 
et al., 2003; Friendship, Falshaw and Beech, 2003; McGuire, 2008). The number of accredited 
programmes being completed by prisoners also fell, by 57% between 2009/10 and 2016/17 
(Ministry of Justice, 2017)4, and high recidivism rates on release have persisted (Blakey, 2017; 
Ministry of Justice, 2019). Some have argued that in the rush to embrace and implement ‘What 
Works’ principles (and under political pressure to produce results and achieve accredited 
status) the scope and content of work with offenders has been too limited (Atkinson, 2004; 
Mair, 2004; Brayford, Cowe and Deering, 2010; Grimwood and Berman, 2012); and that the 
innovation and creativity required to develop better and more effective programmes which 
adequately account for the complexity of individual offenders needs has been stifled (Atkinson, 
2004; Mair, 2004; Brayford, Cowe and Deering, 2010; Grimwood and Berman, 2012). These 
concerns have called into question over-reliance on purely cognitive-behavioural methods 
(Rex, 2002; Kendall, 2004, 2011; Merrington and Stanley, 2004; Day et al., 2006; Austin, 
2009; Cox, 2011; Schinkel, 2015b; Blakey, 2017). Criticisms of ‘programme fetishism’ and 
                                                          
3 For example: The Forgiveness Project (Adler and Mir, 2012); Supporting Offenders through Restoration Inside 
(SORI) (Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011); Sycamore Tree; Inside-Out; Learning Together; and animal 
therapy programmes (eg. Mercer, Gibson and Clayton, 2015). 
4 It should be noted, however, that data are not currently available for non-accredited interventions delivered 
within the criminal justice system. Therefore, it is not possible to calculate participation and completion rates for 
the full range of programmes available. 
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‘mechanical’ delivery have also been aired, and moves made towards diversifying 
interventions and attending more closely to responsivity/motivation (Maguire, 2004; Bullock, 
Bunce and Dodds, 2018).  
 
1.4 The issue of motivation 
 
Disappointing programme outcomes led to the call for research into potential moderators in the 
relationship between programmes and recidivism (Landenberger and Lipsey, 2005). 
Motivation is consistently identified as one of the most important factors influencing prisoners’ 
responsiveness to programmes, and the rehabilitation process more widely (issues of defining 
and measuring motivation are turned to in chapter 2) (De Leon et al., 2000; Melnick et al., 
2001; McMurran, 2002; Rosen et al., 2004; Greaves et al., 2009; McMurran and Ward, 2010; 
Bullock, 2011; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013). The current thesis advances previous 
knowledge on the role of motivation in the process of programme participation (see section 
1.6). Whilst the issue of motivation has not been ignored within ‘What Works’, the responsivity 
principle within the RNR model (that encompasses motivation) is the least clearly understood 
(see also section 3.2.1) (Serin and Kennedy, 1997; Mossière and Serin, 2014; O’Brien and 
Daffern, 2017). The crux of the notion of responsivity is that people respond to programmes 
differently. Indeed, attitudes towards and participation in rehabilitative programmes are highly 
variable (Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Brosens et al., 2016), and not all potential participants are 
equally motivated to undertake personal change (Serin and Kennedy, 1997; Stewart and 
Picheca, 2001; Casey et al., 2007; Burrowes and Needs, 2009; McMurran and Ward, 2010; 
Anstiss, Polaschek and Wilson, 2011). That being so, it has been argued that the overly-
prescribed cognitive-behavioural approach of ‘teaching’ people how to think via strict 
adherence to a manual – as prescribed by the responsivity principle – may lead to a lack of 
interest and hence low motivation to participate (Mair, 2004; Brayford, Cowe and Deering, 
2010).  
 
Indeed, the handful of studies that have considered prisoners’ perceptions of OBPs suggest 
they often do not want to take part in them, but are made to (or perceive that they have to), and 
that they find them to be of poor quality (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; McMurran and 
McCulloch, 2007; Stevens, 2013; Fox, 2016; Bullock and Bunce, 2018). The prison 
environment contains many external motivators to participate in programmes, as well as any 
potential internal motivation to change amongst prisoners (Casey, Day and Howells, 2005). 
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For example, the Incentives and Earned Privileges (IEP) policy5 was introduced by the UK 
government in 1995 as a means of “making [prisoners] work towards their rehabilitation”, by 
matching compliance with the regime and engagement in rehabilitation to progressive levels 
of privilege characterised by desired incentives (Prison Reform Trust, 2014, emphasis added). 
Indeed, evidence suggests that some offenders attend treatment not because they recognise a 
need to change their behaviour, but to avoid the negative consequences of not attending 
treatment (Day, Tucker and Howells, 2004). However, attempting to ‘motivate’ prisoners in 
this way may actually undermine the purpose of prison as a place of effective rehabilitation 
and lead to disengagement, especially if prisoners perceive that such policies are not 
implemented and applied fairly (Liebling, 2008; Cavendish, 2014; Prison Reform Trust, 2014; 
Howard League for Penal Reform, 2016; Khan, 2016). Further research is required to clarify 
how various motives related to prison-based programme participation are more or less 
internally regulated. 
 
Insufficient motivation to change is often associated with various negative treatment outcomes. 
However, it is also possible for prisoners to be motivated to change but opt not to attend 
treatment, or to be motivated to attend treatment but not complete it, for various other reasons 
(McMurran and McCulloch, 2007). Once any initial decision to change has been made, many 
factors can disrupt the process, including a sense of hopeless, powerlessness and isolation 
within the prison (Liebling, 2012). Motivation is a dynamic process that can change prior to 
and throughout treatment, and is susceptible to both positive and negative influence (Ryan, 
Plant and O’Malley, 1995; Barrett, Wilson and Long, 2003, 2003; Clarke, Simmonds and 
Wydall, 2004; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011). Recently, the relevance of wider factors 
- such as the social climate in prisons - to the experience and outcomes of programmes has 
been highlighted by research (Day et al., 2011; Liebling, 2012; Harding, 2014; Auty and 
Liebling, 2019; Blagden and Wilson, 2019).  
 
                                                          
5 The Incentives and Earned Privileges scheme is a systematic distribution of privileges based on behaviour and 
adherence to sentence plans. There are three levels of Basic, Standard and Enhanced. All prisoners are Standard 
on entry to prison, and can be moved up to Enhanced provided they display good behaviour and participate with 
interventions. Privileges of Enhanced status include extra visits, higher rates of pay and in-cell television. 
Prisoners who demonstrate bad behaviour and/or refuse to engage with interventions can be demoted from 
Standard to Basic and have privileges removed. As detailed in PSI 30/2013, which can be found here: 
https://www.justice.gov.uk/offenders/psis/prison-service-instructions-2013. Also see 
http://www.mojuk.org.uk/MOJUK%202013/Basic%20Regime.html 
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Nonetheless, further insights are needed into how prisoners progress through programmes, the 
importance of motivation at different phases of programming, and how motivation is 
influenced by factors within the prison context (Polaschek, 2011; Mossière and Serin, 2014). 
Understanding more about this could reduce barriers to motivation and improve retention in 
programmes - an area of interest for this thesis. Quantitative outcome studies are not generally 
well-equipped to explore these outstanding questions regarding motivation. Such studies have 
valuably contributed to the field, notably by demonstrating that structured CBT programmes 
(OBPs) produce the most observable reductions in reoffending. However, these studies do not 
always measure or control for all the potential factors that can influence reoffending, over and 
above the programme itself - such as prisoner motivation (Harper and Chitty, 2005), and 
participation in multiple programmes (Sadlier, 2010) (see also Wilson, Gallagher and 
MacKenzie, 2000; Graffam, Shinkfield and Lavelle, 2014). Nor do they generally explore how 
the programme is experienced by prisoners, or how and why participating in programmes might 
interact with motivation to influence post-release outcomes. The few studies that have 
addressed these matters suggest that prisoners rarely attribute any motivation to change their 
offending behaviour to having participated in OBPs - instead citing participation in alternative 
programmes, an internal desire to change, and informal support provided by others (Gideon, 
2010; Toch, 2010; Schinkel, 2015c). More innovative and creative programmes have also been 
found to have positive intermediate outcomes such as increased confidence and self-esteem, 
which can in turn motivate prisoners towards other programmes and rehabilitative activities 
(eg. Caulfield, Wilson and Wilkinson, 2010). However, such programmes are less likely to be 
available to prisoners than OBPs, and their impacts are generally under-researched (Fox, 2016). 
In the context of the present study, this raises question over the responsiveness of OBPs to 
individual needs - and highlights the importance of determining which factors influence 
motivation to attend and engage with rehabilitation programmes. It also begs the question that 
- if effective programmes are available, yet reoffending rates are still high - are there 
programmes that can better facilitate the kind of internal, enduring motivation that is more 
likely to sustain behavioural changes beyond release?  
 
1.4.1 The importance of motivation for desistance 
 
The ultimate desired outcome of prisoners’ participation in rehabilitation programmes is that 
they will desist from crime post-release. However, for this to be achieved, prisoners must be 
motivated to complete programmes in the first place (McMurran and Ward, 2004, 2010; 
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McMurran and McCulloch, 2007). Furthermore, to benefit optimally from programmes that 
aim to support desistance, prisoners need a reason to want to make changes oriented towards 
desistance (Ward and Maruna, 2007; Porporino, 2010; Polaschek, 2012). The definition, 
conceptualisation, and operationalisation of desistance has been inconsistent (Bottoms et al., 
2004; Farrington, 2007; Kazemian, 2007; Weaver and McNeill, 2007; McNeill et al., 2012a; 
King, 2013b; Walker, Bowen and Brown, 2013; Serin and Lloyd, 2017). It is now generally 
understood as a fluid process rather than the immediate and permanent ‘knifing off’ of 
offending (Bushway et al., 2001; Maruna and Roy, 2007; Serin and Lloyd, 2009; McNeill et 
al., 2012a). Research has demonstrated that desistance from crime is often the result of a 
complex interaction of multiple factors, which can be both external and social, and internal and 
psychological (Maruna, 1999, 2010; Atkinson, 2004; Mair, 2004; Ward, Melser and Yates, 
2007; Haines and Case, 2008; LeBel et al., 2008; Farrall et al., 2011; Healy, 2012; Hart and 
Healy, 2018). There is no unified theory of desistance, and a comprehensive overview of 
theories is beyond the scope of this thesis.6 However, most scholars now endorse an interactive 
perspective whereby maturation, agency and structural factors all have a role to play. Increased 
interest in desistance has exposed the shortcomings of relying on primarily risk-focused 
approaches to reducing reoffending, and highlighted a need for wider engagement with 
evidence about how and why people decide for themselves to give up offending, and the 
personal and social circumstances underlying this process (McNeill, 2006; McNeill and 
Weaver, 2010; Porporino, 2010; McNeill et al., 2012a, 2012b, 2015; Serin and Lloyd, 2017). 
This has led to discussion around the relative importance of agency and self-determination and 
social and structural support within prison-based rehabilitation- and shaped its practice. Points 
that are now turned to.  
 
Evidence for the pivotal role of agency in the desistance process (LeBel et al., 2008; Paternoster 
and Bushway, 2009; King, 2012; Lloyd and Serin, 2012; Healy, 2013; Paternoster et al., 2015; 
Bachman et al., 2016) has led to the recommendation that rehabilitative practices should 
encourage and respect individuals’ self-determination by working with them, rather than on 
them, as passive targets of treatment (McNeill, 2006; Halsey, 2007; McNeill and Weaver, 
2010; Sapouna et al., 2015). Until recently, concepts of self-determination, autonomy and 
                                                          
6 For the most influential theories the reader is directed to Laub and Sampson’s (2001, 2003) social bond theory; 
Maruna’s (2001) narrative theory of ‘Making Good’; Giordano et al’s (2002; 2007) theory of cognitive 
transformation; Paternoster and Bushway’s (2009; Paternoster et al., 2015) Identity Theory of Desistance; and 
Bottoms et al’s (2004) integrated perspective. For an overview, see Healy (2012). 
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agency have mainly been applied to research exploring desistance in the probation context, 
with discussion around their relevance within the prison more limited. This may partly be due 
to the widely-held belief that long-term desistance and prison-based rehabilitation are 
unrelated. That is, that offenders rarely desist as a result of interventions they have received 
whilst in prison, because they do not fare well as catalysts for long-term change (Giordano, 
Cernkovich and Rudolph, 2002; Farrall, 1995, in Maruna and Toch, 2005; Maruna, 2010). 
However, efforts to support prisoners’ self-determination, autonomy and agency are vital, 
because once released they must be capable of taking control of their offending behaviour, 
without this merely being externally enforced on them by imprisonment. Maruna and Toch 
(2005) put forward several examples of how prison-based interventions can promote personal 
reform and enhance its maintenance. These include ensuring that: offenders have an input into 
programmes and making decisions; a future-oriented approach focusing on community 
readjustment is adopted; interventions are sequenced such that prisoners can advance and 
progress; a cooperative, nurturing culture is promoted within the prison; adequate visitation 
allowances are made; open communication is enabled between prisoners and staff, and 
liberalised regimes are provided (Maruna and Toch, 2005). Toch (2010) advocated for 
prisoners being encouraged to undertake meaningful, constructive activities and being suitably 
credited for their achievements, within an institutional atmosphere in which they can grow and 
develop. Such recommendations were made over a decade ago, yet prisons and the 
opportunities provided within them rarely reflect this vision. This thesis presents 
BrightHorizons as a rare example of this kind of support.    
 
It is also possible for regenerative change towards desistance to happen without prisoners 
participating in programmes (Lin, 2002; Toch, 2002; Bottoms et al., 2004; Serin and Lloyd, 
2017). However, given the often-found lack of stimulating activity in prisons, programmes that 
promote personal development may be the most accessible platform from which prisoners’ 
motivation can be constructively engaged (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Toch, 2010). It is 
now well-established that both external and internal forces are required to overcome the 
multiple barriers to desistance and sustain long-term changes in offending behaviour, but how 
such forces work together in the context of the prison is not well understood. Individuals can 
be initially internally motivated to stop offending, and then draw upon external sources of 
support (such as programmes) to help them (Giertsen et al., 2015), programmes can stimulate 
internal motivation to change and transitions towards desistance (Gideon, 2010; Abrams, 2012; 
Healy, 2012), and change can be initiated through a combination of both external 
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encouragement and personal agency (Hart and Healy, 2018). The development of social bonds, 
negative attitudes towards crime and pro-social identities are commonly targeted within 
programmes (Lloyd and Serin, 2012; Healy, 2013). However, the mechanisms behind the 
initiation of such changes, shifts in identity and internal motivation, and structural support 
received from the prison, remain unclear (Lloyd and Serin, 2012; Healy, 2013). Studies into 
early desistance from prison have begun to bridge this gap. Findings suggest that various 
aspects of imprisonment can motivate movements in a positive direction. For example, studies 
have associated positive identity transformations and the development of early desistance 
narratives with the time imprisonment affords to reflect on the past and plan for the future; the 
provision of opportunities to participate in prison programmes and activities; interactions with 
other prisoners, and the enforced breakdown of criminogenic ties (Clinkinbeard and Zohra, 
2012; King, 2013b; Stevens, 2014; Doekhie, Dirkzwager and Nieuwbeerta, 2017; Ellis and 
Bowen, 2017; McLean, Maitra and Holligan, 2017; O’Sullivan, Hart and Healy, 2018; Bullock, 
Bunce and McCarthy, 2019; European Commission, 2019). However, other features of the 
prison environment can frustrate any movements towards desistance, such as the emphasis on 
responsibilisation; lack of organisational support for rehabilitation and resettlement; 
inadequacy of interventions, and an unsupportive prison climate and poor staff-prisoner 
relationships (Turner, 2012; Hart, 2017; Bullock and Bunce, 2018).  
 
1.4.2 Motivating offenders to change through strengths-based rehabilitation programmes 
 
Whilst it may be true that programmes cannot simply produce desistance, they can target 
intermediate, dynamic factors that drive the process- such as motivation (Burnett and Maruna, 
2004; McMurran and Ward, 2004; Ward and Gannon, 2006; Ward, Melser and Yates, 2007; 
Gideon, 2010; Kirkwood, 2016). Participating in programmes can also assist offenders in other 
relevant life domains - such as with addressing personal and social issues, improving 
employability, and by providing a platform for any evolving interests - which can 
constructively engage their motivation whilst in prison, and indirectly affect longer-term 
behaviour (Laub and Sampson, 2001; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Maruna and Toch, 
2005; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Toch, 2010; Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 2012; Lafferty et al., 
2015). Findings to this effect have fuelled the (albeit slow and tentative- McNeill et al., 2015) 
application of concepts from desistance theory to prison-based rehabilitative practices (Farrall, 
2002; Farrall and Maruna, 2004; Annison and Moffatt, 2014; Davey, Day and Balfour, 2015; 
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Kirkwood, 2016; McNeill and Schinkel, 2017). Some examples of this shift and the associated 
challenges are now provided.  
 
The convergence of desistance theory with rehabilitative practice has resulted in increased 
interest in ‘strengths-based’ interventions focusing on individuals’ core values and capabilities, 
and promoting pro-social behaviours through appealing to and advancing their interests 
(Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Ward and Marshall, 2007; Martin and Stermac, 2010; Stevens, 
2012; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Ward, 2017). Strengths-based approaches ask not what 
a person’s deficits are, but what positive contribution the person can make, often taking the 
form of restorative activities grounded in the notions of “earned redemption” and the “helper 
principle” (Bazemore, 1998; Toch, 2000; Maruna and LeBel, 2003, 2009). Rather than 
coercing obedience, such practices aim to encourage intrinsic motivation towards prosocial 
behaviours (Maruna and LeBel, 2003). Examples of strengths-based rehabilitation programmes 
found in UK prisons include arts-based interventions, ‘active citizenship’ roles, peer-to-peer 
initiatives and Therapeutic Communities (TCs) (Levenson and Farrant, 2002; Hughes, 2005; 
Miles and Clarke, 2006; Ware, Frost and Hoy, 2010; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; 
McNeill et al., 2011; Polaschek, 2011; Burrowes et al., 2013; Bond and Gemmell, 2014; 
Davey, Day and Balfour, 2015; Dolan, 2017). These initiatives have specifiable objectives 
(much like accredited OBPs) but take a broader and more flexible approach to attempting to 
engender change. Individual change is anticipated, but there is no predetermined sequence 
through which participants are expected to progress (as there would be in a cognitive skills 
programme), arguably leaving more room for individual agency (McGuire, 2000).  
 
The most significant example of the shift away from risk-based approaches towards strengths-
based intervention is the emergence of the Good Lives Model (GLM; Ward, 2002; Ward and 
Stewart, 2003b; Ward and Brown, 2004) (see also section 3.2.5). The GLM has been proposed 
as an alternative- or at least supplement- to RNR (Ward and Maruna, 2007; Ward, Mann and 
Gannon, 2007; Ward, Melser and Yates, 2007; Willis and Ward, 2010; Andrews, Bonta and 
Wormith, 2011; Fortune, Ward and Willis, 2012; Ward, Yates and Willis, 2012; Ward and 
Fortune, 2013; Ziv, 2016). In conceptual convergence with SDT, the concept of Good Lives is 
grounded in the idea that motivation to engage in certain activities depends on fulfilment of 
basic human needs (or primary goods), and that criminogenic needs (or risk) emerge from such 
needs not being met (Ward and Stewart, 2003a). To motivate offenders interventions adopting 
the GLM framework encourage the promotion of human goods (or ‘approach goals’, eg. skills, 
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values, opportunities, social supports etc.), as well as the reduction of risk variables (or 
‘avoidance goals’) (Ward, Melser and Yates, 2007; Ward and Fortune, 2013). The underlying 
philosophy is that the major construct driving the process of rehabilitation is human wellbeing, 
and in helping individuals create the most fulfilling life possible, reductions in crime will 
follow (Ward, 2017). Preliminary evidence suggests that such interventions can enhance 
motivation for treatment, promote desistance, and increase attention to environmental contexts 
(Whitehead, Ward and Collie, 2007; Ward and Fortune, 2013). However, more research is 
needed on the application and effectiveness of GLM-based interventions (Ward, Yates and 
Willis, 2012; Looman and Abracen, 2013; Willis, Prescott and Yates, 2013; Willis, Ward and 
Levenson, 2014).  
 
There is currently persuasive yet limited understanding of how to integrate a strengths-based 
focus into a generally punitive penal system and prisons that are by design disempowering 
(Woodall, Dixey and South, 2014; Serin and Lloyd, 2017). Any ownership and choice over 
their rehabilitation by prisoners is heavily restricted, even for those who are motivated to take 
part in rehabilitative activities (with a few notable exceptions, eg. Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 
2012;  Jacobson and Fair, 2017). Some have argued that putting too much onus on individuals 
to change can lead to underappreciation of the negative impact of the conditions of 
imprisonment and subsequent reintegration, and the role of society and others in the process 
(McNeill, 2012, 2018; Weaver, 2013; Weaver and McNeill, 2015; Hart, 2017; Laursen and 
Laws, 2017). Even where programmes that actively aim to enhance desistance exist, they are 
confined to doing so within a wider prison context often characterised by barriers to desistance, 
such as stigmatisation and social exclusion (Maruna and Toch, 2005; Blagden and Wilson, 
2019). Violence, overcrowding and conflict typical to the prison environment impacts on 
implementation of and access to programmes, whether prisoners are motivated to participate, 
and what they can ultimately achieve (Hamm and Schrink, 1989; Lin, 2002; Awofeso, 2003; 
Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Holdsworth et al., 2014). Even the most innovative 
initiatives are vulnerable to lapsing back into standard reward/punishment approaches, which 
prevent the development of meaningful communication between staff and prisoners, stifle 
some form of civilised community, and limit any consequential learning (Toch, 2010).  
 
This section has set out the background and aims of this thesis- and provided a brief history of 
contemporary approaches to prison-based rehabilitation. It has highlighted the established 
importance of prisoner motivation for participation in and outcomes of programmes, and some 
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of the limits to existing knowledge. Furthermore, it has described the more recent emphasis on 
orienting prison-based rehabilitation towards supporting desistance via the implementation of 
strengths-based programmes. Given that programmes of this sort are a relatively new 
development, and traditional OBPs more commonly available and more widely researched, 
there is still much to learn about strengths-based rehabilitation in the prison, what motivates 
prisoners to take part, and how such programmes are experienced by prisoners. As an example 
of one of these programmes, BrightHorizons was a valuable case study. To demonstrate, a 
detailed overview of the programme is now provided. 
 
1.5 The BrightHorizons programme 
 
1.5.1 History 
 
BrightHorizons was originally established in 1996 at a Category C prison in South-East 
England by a serving prisoner nearing the end of his life sentence, who wanted to prevent 
young people from following in his footsteps, and help fellow prisoners prepare for release. It 
was predominantly a crime diversion scheme that aimed to deter young people from 
committing crime whilst simultaneously promoting participating prisoners’ rehabilitation, by 
enabling them to give something back to society, and to develop their skills and future 
employment potential. BrightHorizons was implemented in three further prisons in South-East 
England - a female prison in 2008 and two male prisons in 2011 and 20137. Over its years of 
operation BrightHorizons evolved from a focus on ‘shock tactics’ to deter young people from 
prison - largely due to damning evidence against such approaches (Petrosino, Turpin-Petrosino 
and Buehler, 2003; Klenowski, Bell and Dodson, 2010; Petrosino et al., 2013) - towards 
providing an educational, non-confrontational intervention. It was ensured that the strategies 
used (with both prisoners and young people) were grounded in evidence regarding what is 
known to be effective in reducing crime, and from desistance theory (Adler et al., 2016, and 
see section 1.5.3). In 2015, BrightHorizons registered with an awarding body that meant 
participating prisoners were enrolled on a National Vocational Qualification (NVQ) Level 1 in 
Peer Education.  
 
                                                          
7 At the time of data collection, BrightHorizons was operating in only three of the four prisons, due to being shut 
down in one of the (male) prisons. 
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The focus of this thesis is the work that BrightHorizons undertook with prisoners rather than 
young people. The strategic aim was: “To assist the process of resettlement and rehabilitation 
of prisoners working on the scheme. To achieve this, BrightHorizons provides education and 
learning opportunities that develop these prisoners’ personal and social skills and their future 
employment potential, build their confidence and raise their self-esteem. Based on individual 
need, the scheme supports them as they move to Category D prisons and beyond” 
(BrightHorizons, 2017, 2018). BrightHorizons provided a work-based location in each prison 
for up to seven prisoners at a time. A systematic process was developed for supporting 
prisoners’ rehabilitation, which began when they were appointed, and continued throughout 
their engagement with the programme. The first stage of this process was for prisoners to pass 
through BrightHorizons’ rigorous recruitment, selection and initial training (see section 1.5.4). 
Prisoners were trained to deliver structured one-day interventions (called Event Days) to young 
people, which generally took place twice a week. In between Event Days, they undertook 
ongoing training and studied towards the aforementioned NVQ. Prisoners also took a central 
role in promoting BrightHorizons to potentially interested user groups at Information Days (see 
section 1.5.2).  
 
A significant period of expansion and development for BrightHorizons began in 2007, which 
saw the operational procedures and programme content reviewed and refreshed. The major 
outcome of this was that three main themes of victims, consequences and personal 
responsibility were identified (see section 1.5.3) - and were maintained throughout the history 
of BrightHorizons (BrightHorizons, 2018). In the proceeding sections, BrightHorizons’ 
delivery practices, underlying theory, and recruitment and training procedures are described in 
more detail.     
 
1.5.2 Programme delivery 
 
Prisoners were trained and managed by BrightHorizons (non-prison) staff to deliver Event 
Days. These consisted of a series of short interactive workshops delivered to young people 
aged between 13 and 17, who had been identified to be at risk of entering the criminal justice 
system (CJS) - or were already involved in crime. Event Days were run twice a week on set 
days according to the regime in each prison. The remaining three days were dedicated to 
prisoners’ ongoing training in workshop delivery, support for their wider personal 
development, and working towards the Peer Education qualification. Prisoners also had an 
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important role to play in delivering BrightHorizons’ monthly Information Days. These were 
two-hour promotional sessions for professionals (eg. youth offending teams, police, teachers) 
interested in bringing young people into the prisons to experience the Event Days.  
 
Prisoners delivered Event Days to groups of up to twelve young people who were assessed as 
low/medium-risk. BrightHorizons took place in designated spaces in each prison, which had 
the look and feel of a classroom, to create a learning environment in which young people felt 
comfortable. Event Days did not include prison tours, young people did not see the cells, and 
there were no graphic descriptions of prison life. The workshops were delivered entirely by the 
prisoner teams. The day was led by the Lead-Coordinator (supported by an Assistant-
Coordinator) (see section 1.5.4), who allocated team members to particular roles and 
workshops. Young people and BrightHorizons team members started and finished an Event 
Day sitting in a circle in the middle of the room with prisoners dispersed evenly amongst young 
people, and moved as required by each workshop. Also scheduled into Event Days was a 
‘Check-in’ exercise between prisoner team members and BrightHorizons staff, prior to the 
young people arriving. This was to monitor prisoners’ wellbeing, and provide space for any 
issues to be addressed before the day started. There was a similar ‘Check-out’ debriefing 
session at the end of each day, within which feedback, suggestions and ideas were shared, and 
any concerns that might have arisen during the day were addressed.  
 
The BrightHorizons Event Manual was produced in 2010 to provide a guide for staff and 
prisoners regarding the content, operation and aims of the intervention, to ensure a certain 
degree of standardisation and high-quality service provision. The manual laid out the model of 
practice, and was regularly reviewed and updated. It set out clear instructions for the delivery 
of each workshop/game, along with the underlying rationale. Certain workshops were 
compulsory and had to be delivered at a particular point during an Event Day. The remaining 
activities were selected by prisoners and staff according to the needs of the particular group of 
young people and the skills and experience of the BrightHorizons team.  
 
The workshops themselves consisted of creative activities and group discussions that focussed 
on making better choices- including interactive exercises; role-plays; dramatic performances; 
prisoner testimonies; games, and feedback sessions. BrightHorizons utilised materials from 
The Geese Theatre company (Baim, Brookes and Mountford, 2002) in some workshops. For 
example, a role-play exercise called ‘Masks’ wherein prisoners put on different masks to 
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dramatise the various roles and emotions people hide behind when engaging in antisocial 
behaviour. The first workshop delivered on an Event Day was always ‘Rules and Boundaries’, 
which laid out the do’s and don’ts of the day. This was routinely followed by ‘Guess Who’, in 
which prisoners’ offences and sentences were written on the board and young people were 
asked to guess which belonged to which team member. One prisoner always presented their 
personal testimony, which meant telling their story of their life and offending behaviour to the 
young people- including school and family life; the onset of offending and reasons behind it; 
the main offence currently in prison for and what happened and how; and who the victims 
were, what the consequences were, and how they had accepted personal responsibility 
(BrightHorizons, 2014). There was also a game (or energiser) approximately halfway through 
the morning and afternoon sessions. Interactive workshops included young people completing 
a ‘Goals Tree’, taking part in and/or watching roleplays performed by prisoners, and ‘Anybody 
Who’, which involved getting up and moving seats in response to statements about behaviours 
they had engaged in. Whilst the manual provided scripts and essential criteria that had to be 
followed (see section 6.4.3), prisoners were encouraged to bring personality and creativity to 
the workshops. Throughout the lunch-break prisoners engaged with the young people in 
smaller groups, and gave them an opportunity to ask questions. The theory underling these 
practices is now turned to. 
 
1.5.3 Theory behind work with prisoners 
 
BrightHorizons was built on a number of principles that have been identified by previous 
research as successful for effecting positive behaviour change. Namely, peer-based 
intervention, desistance theories, and cognitive-behavioural theories. 
 
First, the peer-to-peer aspect. BrightHorizons was founded on fostering an interactive 
relationship between prisoners and at-risk young people based on mutual reciprocity, shared 
experience, problem-solving and empathy- cornerstones of peer support programmes delivered 
in prison (Devilly et al., 2005). Peer-to-peer interventions vary in the specific components 
utilised and theoretical base drawn upon (Milburn, 1995; Turner and Shepherd, 1999; Tolan et 
al., 2008; Simoni et al., 2011; Taylor et al., 2013; Griffiths and Bailey, 2015), but are generally 
based upon social learning and social cognitive theories and concepts from social psychology 
(Sarbin, 1943; Festinger, 1954; Cressey, 1960; McGuire, 1961; Bandura, 1977, 1991). The 
basis of which are that people learn from one another through observation, imitation and 
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modelling, and that cognitions and behaviour are influenced by perceived self-efficacy, 
vicarious reinforcement, and environmental support (Bandura, 1977). Peer interventions are 
based on the idea that individuals tend to associate and bond with similar others, because their 
shared experience and dissociation from authority increases their perceived trustworthiness and 
credibility, making them more likely to influence changes in motivation, beliefs and behaviour 
(Milburn, 1995; Turner and Shepherd, 1999; Parkin and McKeganey, 2000; Sirdifield, 2006; 
Simoni et al., 2011; Fletcher and Batty, 2012).  
 
A growing literature has demonstrated that putting prisoners in peer support roles has multiple 
benefits for both those providing the support, and those receiving it (Pollack, 1994; Devilly et 
al., 2005; Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009; Collica, 
2010; Jaffe, 2011; Magee, 2011; Chovanec, 2012; Fletcher and Batty, 2012; Holdsworth et al., 
2014; Bagnall et al., 2015; Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons, 2016; Perrin, 2017). Such 
roles most commonly utilise prisoner-to-prisoner helping (Perrin et al., 2018). Unusually, 
BrightHorizons sought to facilitate these kinds of social and communicative processes between 
prisoners and at-risk young people, to provide an opportunity for young people to engage with 
pro-social models (the prisoners), and to support prisoners’ transitions towards desistance 
(Klein, Sondag and Drolet, 1994; Turner and Shepherd, 1999; Parkin and McKeganey, 2000; 
Maruna, 2001; Snow, 2002; Sirdifield, 2006; Schinkel and Whyte, 2012; Perrin and Blagden, 
2014, 2016; Woodall et al., 2015; South, Bagnall and Woodall, 2017; Perrin et al., 2018). 
Research on interventions that bring prisoners and young people together is scant, with 
basically none published since the early 1990s - largely because few such initiatives have 
existed. The available examples suggest that such endeavours can be empowering for the 
prisoners who deliver them (Cook and Spirrison, 1992; Keller, 1993; see also Preston, 2018).  
 
Second, the focus on desistance. By putting prisoners in a position of responsibility that 
required them to engage in pro-social behaviour, BrightHorizons sought to be ‘strengths-based’ 
and ‘desistance-focused’ (Ward, 2017). It did so by encouraging prisoners to take ownership 
over making amends, and providing them with a meaningful opportunity to develop pro-social 
concepts and identities via community contribution (Maruna and LeBel, 2003, 2009, 2010; 
Bottoms et al., 2004; Farrall and Maruna, 2004; Uggen, Manza and Behrens, 2004; Burnett 
and Maruna, 2006; McNeill, 2006; Porporino, 2010; Weaver and Lightowler, 2012; Hunter et 
al., 2016). BrightHorizons encouraged prisoners to reflect on their experiences and use them 
to help others, with a view to increasing their self-esteem and confidence. A number of specific 
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principles derived from desistance theory informed BrightHorizons practices. They included 
the telling of personal testimony (Maruna, 2001; Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Chovanec, 
2012; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Chan, 2014; Liem and Richardson, 2014), the idea 
of giving something back/generativity (encompassing helper/wounded healer principles) 
(Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Lebel, 2007; Paternoster and 
Bushway, 2009; Halsey and Harris, 2011; Bellamy et al., 2012; Stevens, 2012; Liem and 
Richardson, 2014; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Sapouna et al., 2015; Heidemann et al., 
2016), and the forging of positive prisoner-staff relationships (Serin and Preston, 2001; 
Dowden and Andrews, 2004; Marshall and Serran, 2004; Burnett and McNeill, 2005; McNeill 
et al., 2012a, 2015; Blagden, Slade and Hamilton, 2014; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014). 
BrightHorizons encouraged behaviour change by facilitating personal development- via skills 
acquisition, positive relationships, and increased insight. The performing arts were utilised to 
enhance skills, which has been found to effectively engage prisoners in the change process 
(Melnick, 1984; Blacker, Watson and Beech, 2008; McNeill et al., 2011; Davey, Day and 
Balfour, 2015). 
  
Third, BrightHorizons incorporated cognitive-behavioural techniques throughout, to help 
young people (and prisoners) understand the consequences of crime and tackle pro-criminal 
attitudes (Gendreau and Ross, 1979; Andrews et al., 1986, 1990; Lipsey and Wilson, 1998; 
Goggin and Gendreau, 2006; Lipsey, Landenberger and Wilson, 2007). This was based on 
‘What Works’ evidence that cognitive-behavioural/cognitive skills/social learning components 
that target thoughts, attitudes, values and beliefs are the most effective for reducing reoffending 
(Antonowicz and Ross, 1994; Lösel, 1995; Vennard, Hedderman and Sugg, 1997; Latessa, 
1999; Lipsey, Chapman and Landenberger, 2001; Falshaw et al., 2003; Landenberger and 
Lipsey, 2005; Wilson, Bouffard and Mackenzie, 2005; Latessa and Lowenkamp, 2006; Lipsey 
and Cullen, 2007). Through imparting this material to young people, it was anticipated that 
prisoners’ own learning would be reinforced. Techniques such as role-play, story-telling, skills 
practice, perspective-taking and problem-solving were built into the workshops to address 
drivers of offending behaviour in a style that was interactive, easily understood, and hands-on 
(Bourgon and Armstrong, 2005; Latessa and Lowenkamp, 2006; Lipsey, Landenberger and 
Wilson, 2007; Baim and Guthrie, 2014). Group-work was utilised to facilitate supportive and 
reciprocal interactions; games/energisers to increase group cohesiveness, concentration and 
engagement; and role-plays to enable exploration of alternative interpretations, an opportunity 
to practice skills and gain feedback, and the development of empathy (Baim, Brookes and 
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Mountford, 2002; Jolliffe and Farrington, 2004; Mulloy, Smiley and Mawson, 2007; Marshall 
and Burton, 2010; Jolliffe and Murray, 2012; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Holdsworth 
et al., 2014).  
 
BrightHorizons’ three main themes of victims, consequences and personal responsibility were 
based on evidence that targeting distorted cognitions related to taking responsibility for 
criminal behaviour, understanding the consequences of crime, and awareness and empathy of 
victims can facilitate behaviour change (Sykes and Matza, 1957; Bandura, Underwood and 
Fromson, 1975; Ross, Fabiano and Ewles, 1988; Braithwaite, 1989, 2002; Bandura, 1991; 
Bandura et al., 1996; Andrews and Bonta, 2003; Wilson, Bouffard and Mackenzie, 2005; 
Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2006; Lipsey, Landenberger and Wilson, 2007; Jackson, 2009; 
Jolliffe and Murray, 2012; Banse et al., 2013). The idea being that once people who have 
offended become more cognitively self-aware, they can learn strategies (through various 
structured techniques outlined above) to help them make better choices in the future (Chambers 
et al., 2008; Hall, 2013; Feucht and Holt, 2016).  
 
Based on evidence of the importance of treatment integrity, BrightHorizons was standardised 
via manualisation (McGuire and Priestley, 1995; Gendreau, Goggin and Smith, 2001; 
McGuire, 2002; Lane, Turner and Flores, 2004; Andrews and Dowden, 2005; Goggin and 
Gendreau, 2006; Lowenkamp, Latessa and Smith, 2006; Maguire et al., 2010; Dawson and 
Stanko, 2013). To ensure that both young people and prisoners received the most effective 
intervention possible, BrightHorizons followed strict prisoner recruitment and training 
procedures, which are now outlined.  
 
1.5.4 Recruitment, selection and training of prisoners 
 
To emulate the job-seeking process in the real world, prisoners were required to apply and be 
interviewed for the role of BrightHorizons team member. The programme was promoted 
around the prisons by posters and leaflets, through induction sessions, and via word of mouth 
by BrightHorizons staff and participants, and prison staff. There were also planned periodic 
recruitment drives. Due to the nature of the work with young people, a strict selection criteria 
was adhered to. Prisoners had to be Standard or Enhanced IEP status (see footnote 5) and be 
free of adjudications for 6 months. They had to be available to participate on the scheme for at 
least 6 months, have an offence history deemed appropriate for working with young people 
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(convictions against children or young people rendered them ineligible), to not be appealing 
their sentence, and be willing to undertake any training and activities appropriate for their role 
and to have their progress monitored (see also section 4.3.5).  
 
BrightHorizons staff had access to prison information systems (such as p-NOMIS8 and 
OASys9) and conducted an initial assessment of applicants against the above criteria. Mental 
health in-reach teams and the Offender Management Unit (OMU) assessed applications, and 
risk assessments were completed by the security team. All prisoners who passed the application 
stage and risk assessment were invited to attend an interview with BrightHorizons staff. 
Following this, potential participants were invited to observe an Event Day, to ensure they 
understood what the role entailed and could make an informed decision about joining. The 
interview process and application form were designed to emulate the real working world. The 
purpose of the interview was for BrightHorizons staff to assess whether applicants were ready 
for the commitment of the role, were doing it for the right reasons - that is, that they had taken 
responsibility for their wrongdoing and wanted to make a positive change (see Bullock et al., 
2018) - and displayed sufficient emotional resilience to manage the demands of the job. Any 
further support needs were also identified. Interview questions were standardised at each 
prison, but decisions regarding suitability were made on an individual basis using professional 
judgement. It was fairly common for applicants to be turned away in order to undertake further 
work to address their offending behaviour and invited to reapply upon completion.  
 
Once recruited, if any of the eligibility criteria were breached, participants were removed from 
BrightHorizons- for example if they were found to be using substances or contraband mobile 
phones. For continued emulation of the workplace outside prison, successful applicants had 
references checked, completed an induction and probationary period, and received ongoing 
one-to-one supervision. BrightHorizons was a full-time job within the prison, for which 
participating prisoners were paid the average weekly prison wage. 
 
                                                          
8 p-NOMIS (Prison National Offender Management Information System) is an operational database used in 
prisons for the management of offenders, containing information relating to personal details, offence and 
imprisonment details, in-prison disciplinary infractions and programmes and activities undertaken in prison. See 
https://data.gov.uk/dataset/7237e18e-c1fe-443f-881a-1113b90b3351/prison-national-offender-management-
information-system-p-nomis-and-inmate-information-system-iis 
9 OASys is an Offender Management System used by HMPPS to measure the risk and needs of offenders- 
outlined in PSO-2205, see https://www.justice.gov.uk/offenders/psis 
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BrightHorizons’ initial core training focused on consolidating prisoners’ understanding of the 
three main themes (victims, consequences and personal responsibility), familiarising them with 
the workshops, and developing the skills to facilitate and tailor them towards young people. 
Training needs were addressed on an ongoing basis. BrightHorizons staff continually observed 
and monitored prisoners’ performance and wellbeing, recorded and discussed with them 
anything pertinent to their progress and achievements, and noted any support and development 
needs. Where additional support needs were identified, prisoners were signposted to the 
appropriate service. Regular rehearsals and planning sessions were central to the operation of 
the programme, to develop both individual strengths and team working. Prisoners rehearsed 
each workshop at least once with BrightHorizons staff before delivering them on an Event Day, 
to maintain a high standard of programme delivery. Workshop delivery was refreshed regularly 
to ensure that the methods used did not drift from those documented in the BrightHorizons 
manual. External organisations were commissioned to deliver certain aspects of training, such 
as Geese Theatre. There were also two promotional positions that prisoners could apply for- 
Lead-Coordinator and Assistant-Coordinator (see section 6.2.1).  
 
Exit interviews were conducted with all prisoners leaving the programme. These focused on 
preparing them for the next phase of their rehabilitation. Contact details for the programme 
were shared with leavers, and where appropriate they were signposted to contacts or 
organisations who may be able to further meet their needs. Voluntary drop-outs and programme 
removals were rare, although turnover was relatively high due to prisoners being moved on for 
various reasons. Suitable new team members were recruited as swiftly as possible to minimise 
any potential disruption to the running of the programme. 
 
In outlining its design and delivery, this section has sought to demonstrate that BrightHorizons 
was an innovative initiative, grounded in evidence-based principles. It is thus a valuable case 
study from which to explore prisoners’ motivation for participating in non-accredited prison-
based rehabilitation programmes.  
 
1.6 Contribution of the study  
 
This thesis explores initial and continued motivation to participate in BrightHorizons 
qualitatively through the lens of SDT. In doing so, it makes several important contributions to 
existing knowledge.  
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1.6.1 The SDT perspective 
 
A main contribution is the application of SDT to the study of prisoners’ motivation to 
participate in programmes. As already stressed, very little published research has directly 
applied SDT to the study of prison-based rehabilitation programmes, and more empirical 
research is needed to better understand how self-determination might be facilitated from within 
the prison. Utilising SDT is valuable for two main reasons.  
 
Firstly, it considers the influence of both intrinsic and extrinsic factors upon motivation. Whilst 
perceived external pressure may be enough to enhance programme engagement and completion 
for those who might not otherwise be motivated to participate (O’Brien and Daffern, 2017), 
SDT posits that this would not be sufficient for any longer-term behaviour change, which 
requires motivation of a more internal quality (Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 2006). The 
challenge is thus to foster prisoners’ self-motivation for pro-social behaviour, such that they 
leave prison having made a genuine and enduring decision to desist from crime, and with the 
personal and social capacity to do so. It is still largely unknown whether programmes available 
to prisoners can effectively encourage this type of motivation. Applying SDT allowed for 
exploration of prisoners’ perceptions of influences on their motivation to participate in 
BrightHorizons, and how these changed over time. This accounted for both internal motives 
underlying prisoners’ participation in programmes, and the secondary gains of participation. It 
thus addresses the outstanding question of whether it is possible to develop and/or maintain 
internal motivation to change under the unfavourable external conditions of imprisonment.  
 
Secondly, SDT addresses the influence of contextual and relational supports upon motivation. 
Through the SDT concept of BPNs, this study explores the mechanisms through which 
motivation to participate was facilitated and/or thwarted over time (see section 3.4.4). Many 
previous studies of motivation for rehabilitation have focused purely on personal rehabilitation 
and change, with comparatively little attention to social conditions, the wider context and the 
role of others. As a broad theory of human motivation, SDT considers how relational and 
structural supports can facilitate internal motivation to change behaviour. Exploration of this 
within the prison makes a valuable contribution to the emerging literature on the relational 
context of desistance (Weaver, 2012) - or ‘co-desistance’ (Nugent and Schinkel, 2016)/ 
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‘assisted desistance’ (King, 2013a; Kirkwood, 2016) - and conceptions of desistance as a social 
movement (Maruna, 2017). 
 
1.6.2 A different kind of programme  
 
This study also contributes to the limited knowledge base on smaller-scale, non-accredited 
programmes. Due to the dominance of OBPs, comparatively little is known about prisoners’ 
motivation for participating in other types of programmes (Caulfield, Wilson and Wilkinson, 
2010)- the most comprehensive exploration to date being an unpublished doctoral study by Fox 
(2016). The thesis also builds on existing knowledge regarding the power of ‘giving back’ for 
motivating prisoners to change- by exploring motivation to participate in an unusual, strengths-
based programme that brought prisoners together with at-risk young people from the 
community in a helper/mentor capacity. Prisoner-young people initiatives are extremely rare, 
but in theory should be highly motivating (see section 1.5.3). The current study directly 
explores this possibility.  
 
1.6.3 Qualitative study of prisoner perspectives 
 
The study adds to the qualitative literature on prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
rehabilitation programmes. There is a lack of qualitative research exploring how schemes 
which aim to motivate desistance are experienced by those who participate in them (Piacentini, 
Weaver and Jardine, 2018). This study redresses this balance by providing insights from 
participating offenders, thus shifting the current emphasis from quantitative meta-analyses of 
the relationship between programme participation and post-release reoffending outcomes to an 
in-depth, qualitative understanding of prisoners’ motivation regarding the meanings attached 
to programme participation. The result of this methodological shift is that the current study 
reveals more meaningful data about how programmes are actually experienced by prisoners, 
thus revealing intermediate outcomes that might otherwise have been missed (Hough, 2010). 
Exploring motivation qualitatively through prisoners’ subjective accounts also contributes to 
the definitional and theoretical ambiguity of motivation (see section 2.2). 
 
1.6.4 Exploration of motivation to participate over time and early-stage desistance 
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The study explores prisoners’ perceptions of their motivation over time, whilst they were still 
participating in the programme. Much extant research into offenders’ motivation for 
rehabilitation has been carried out retrospectively, questioning them about their experiences 
after taking part in a programme (McMurran and McCulloch, 2007). In the current study, most 
of the prisoners were interviewed whilst they were still participating in BrightHorizons (and 
had been doing so for at least three months). This provides insights into both retrospective 
accounts of prisoners’ initial motivation for joining the programme; their current perceptions 
of how their motivation had changed over time; what they felt was motivating them ‘in the 
moment’, and their expectations regarding the longer-term impact of their participation on 
motivation. Thus, a further contribution is the insight gained from prisoners as they described 
that they were undergoing changes in their attitudes, behaviour and motivations- and the role 
that participating in BrightHorizons played in this. This contributes to understanding about how 
early-stage desistance might be facilitated from prison. Desistance research with offenders 
post-release has tended to differentiate ‘desisters’ from ‘persisters’, whilst less is understood 
about the transitional phase. It is feasible that movements towards desistance can begin in 
prison (Stevens, 2014; Perrin and Blagden, 2016; McLean, Maitra and Holligan, 2017; McNeill 
and Schinkel, 2017), and may be linked to motivation to participate in rehabilitative 
programmes. The current study explores this possibility.   
1.7 Aims of the study 
 
The study had three main aims.  
1. to explore prisoners’ initial motivation to participate in BrightHorizons;  
2. to consider how their motivation changed over time and the individual, programme-
related and wider institutional factors that influenced this;  
3. to examine the utility of SDT for exploring prisoners’ motivation for programmes.  
 
To address these aims, the research was guided by the following questions: 
 
1. What was prisoners’ initial motivation for joining BrightHorizons? 
2. Did prisoners’ motivation to participate change over time?  
a. What facilitated and/or maintained motivation to participate over time? 
b. Were there any barriers to continued motivation? If so, what were they? 
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c. How did aspects of the programme context, the wider prison context and 
individual psychological factors impact on motivation? 
3. Is SDT a useful lens through which to explore motivation in the prison context? 
a. To what extent did prisoners’ expressed motives reflect intrinsic and various 
types of extrinsic motivation as defined within SDT? 
b. To what extent were any fluctuations in motivation attributed to prisoners’ sense 
of competence, relatedness and autonomy? 
c. Did motivation become more internalised over time? How did external 
motivators influence long-term participation? 
d. How might SDT be used to inform rehabilitative practices and enhance 
prisoners’ motivation to participate in programmes? 
 
This was achieved via gathering prisoners’ qualitative accounts of their motivation to 
participate in BrightHorizons initially and over time - and interpreting these through the lens 
of SDT. 
 
1.8 Structure and outline of thesis 
 
Chapter two reviews existing literature on prisoners’ motivation for participating in 
programmes, drawing particular attention to the complexity of motivation. Developments and 
challenges with regards to defining and measuring motivation in the context of prison-based 
programmes are discussed. Specific findings with regards to prisoner’s motivation to take part 
in various rehabilitative activities are reviewed. These are categorised according to prison-
related, future-oriented/self-development and rehabilitation-related motives. The implications 
of coerced treatment for motivation is explored. The multifaceted and dynamic nature of 
motivation is then explored, by reviewing the programme-related, institutional and individual 
factors that have been found to influence prisoner’s motivation to participate. Finally, 
outstanding gaps in knowledge and how the current study aims to address these are outlined.  
 
Chapter three reviews contemporary approaches to conceptualising, measuring and enhancing 
prisoner’s motivation to change (and related constructs of treatment motivation, engagement 
and readiness). The responsivity principle, the Transtheoretical Model of Change, the 
Multifactor Offender Readiness Model, the Readiness for Change Framework, and the Good 
Lives Model are briefly reviewed and critiqued. The implications of these approaches for wider 
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theoretical understanding of motivation is then considered, and remaining areas of limited 
understanding highlighted. SDT is then presented as a potential lens through which to further 
(and integrate) current understanding of motivation. Chapter three includes an overview of 
SDT and reviews some of the empirical evidence of its predictive validity- drawing particularly 
from examples within relevant fields of education, health behaviour change, therapy, pro-social 
behaviour, and community-based offender supervision. Finally, a rationale for selecting SDT 
as the theoretical framework for the current study is set out.  
 
Chapter four lays out the methodological approach underpinning this thesis. It provides the 
rationale for employing a qualitative research design. The research procedure is clearly set out. 
This includes securing access; designing the interview schedule; participant sampling strategies 
and recruitment methods; the interview procedure, and processes for data management and 
analysis. Ethical issues are highlighted – namely, gaining informed consent, confidentiality and 
anonymity, and risk of harm – along with a description of how these were managed. Finally, 
some reflections and limitations on the research process are provided, including a discussion 
of reflexivity, reactivity, generalisability, rapport, and the cross-sectional study design.  
 
Chapters five to eight present findings from the thematic analysis of participants’ accounts. 
These chapters are presented in a way that maps prisoners’ journey through BrightHorizons, 
and how their motivation to participate was shaped over time by the extent to which BPNs for 
competence, relatedness and autonomy were fulfilled.  
 
Chapter five presents prisoners’ retrospective accounts of their initial motivation to participate 
in BrightHorizons, within the framework of the SDT continuum. It describes how prisoners 
recalled being motivated to participate in BrightHorizons out of an internal desire to give back 
by helping young people. This was often made up of interest in and/or personal endorsement 
of working with young people, recognition of their likely common ground with at-risk young 
people and wanting to use their own experience to stop them making the same mistakes. It is 
shown that motivation to participate in order to give back could be explained by certain 
characteristics of the sample - that they were well-adjusted to prison, had taken responsibility 
for their behaviour, and expressed strong intentions to desist from crime in the future. Thus, 
they were motivated to participate because BrightHorizons fit into their wider rehabilitative 
journeys. Despite this, many expressed various initial concerns around what participating 
would entail and needed external encouragement to join. The lack of opportunities in the prison 
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was an external motivator. Some were motivated to participate because BrightHorizons was 
perceived as better than doing nothing, and a means to avoid boredom and/or break up the 
monotony of the prison regime. Many were also specifically motivated to participate to gain 
skills that they thought would be useful for the future, including professional skills, work 
experience and qualifications. Finally, a few were motivated to join BrightHorizons in the hope 
that it would increase their release prospects. Overall this chapter demonstrates that giving back 
was the most dominant stated initial motivation, but prisoners’ accounts generally included a 
combination of intrinsic, well-internalised, and more externally regulated motives.  
 
The remaining findings chapters present the ways in which participating reinforced initial 
motivations, how initial motivation changed over time, and the factors that influenced 
fluctuations in motivation- all framed within the context of SDT’s BPNs. Chapter six focuses 
on how motivation was facilitated via supports for prisoners’ competence and autonomy, 
through the themes of empowerment, self-mastery and achievement/responsibility. Prisoners 
gained a sense of empowerment from encouragement received from programme staff for their 
personal development; from positive feedback they received from programme staff and 
professionals; and from believing that they could see the positive impact they were having on 
the young people and having faith that it would help them one day. However, negative feedback 
from peers/staff within BrightHorizons, a lack of wider institutional recognition for their efforts 
- along with prisoners’ perception that their impact on young people was limited in certain 
ways - could all be disempowering and demotivating. A sense of self-mastery was gained firstly 
via an increased sense of control over their professional development due to discovering 
strengths, being inspired towards long-term goals, gaining experience of working life and 
building links (albeit tenuous ones) with community organisations. Secondly, via an increased 
sense of control over managing daily prison life due to developing a more positive general 
outlook, having a pleasant environment to go to, and doing something that these prisoners 
enjoyed and that challenged them. Finally, the chapter demonstrates how prisoners gained a 
sense of achievement/responsibility through taking pride in meeting BrightHorizons’ rigorous 
selection criteria and continually rising to the challenges of the role, being responsible for 
delivering the workshops, and having an input into how the programme was run- facilitating 
autonomy. However, prisoners’ input was limited and autonomy undermined by restrictions 
placed upon their behaviour by the programme rules and manual. Overall, however, having 
some input was better than none and this sustained prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
BrightHorizons.  
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Chapter seven focuses on the ways in which the enhanced sense of relatedness found on the 
programme reinforced prisoners’ motivation to participate in BrightHorizons. Positive 
relationships between prisoners and BrightHorizons staff were motivating, because staff 
treated them as ‘human’ by emphasising their similarities as opposed to their differences and 
treating them with respect, and by taking a genuine interest in their lives. These relationships 
were sharply contrasted with their relationships with prison officers. Officers were generally 
described by prisoners as unhelpful and uninterested, and their interactions as civil at best and 
hostile at worst. A few prisoners, however, noted that their relationships with officers had 
improved since joining BrightHorizons because they were more trusted and respected as a 
result. This chapter moves on to demonstrate the sense of relatedness prisoners gained from 
being part of the BrightHorizons community- which was described as a team and likened to a 
family. Whilst turnover of team members and instances of disagreements occasionally caused 
tension, these were managed well and thus not damaging to motivation to participate in the 
long-run. The BrightHorizons community was built upon values of openness and honesty, 
which usually meant prisoners inspired one another, felt safe in an atmosphere of respect and 
value, and developed friendships. Furthermore, the BrightHorizons community was unified by 
common goals. Lastly it is demonstrated that participating in BrightHorizons meant prisoners 
felt more connected to the outside world due to being in regular contact with the public, feeling 
better able to manage their relationships outside prison, and being able to signal positive 
changes they had made to loved ones and the community. However, that they could not show 
their families what they were doing, and their awareness of the wider public stigma they were 
working against, could be demotivating.  
 
Chapter eight focuses on how the mutual benefits of participating in BrightHorizons for 
prisoners and young people provided a sense of autonomy that facilitated the internalisation 
process. Such mutual benefits centred on these prisoners’ perception that BrightHorizons 
encouraged and supported them with positive therapeutic change. The chapter explores how 
participating was experienced as therapeutic for four main reasons. Notably, that it required 
them to self-reflect through engaging in ongoing and critical self-reflection, delivering 
testimonies and workshops, and interacting with young people they could relate to. However, 
the downsides to self-reflection are also explored. Additionally, BrightHorizons was 
experienced as more therapeutic than other programmes in the prison - due to its long-term, 
voluntary, individualised and applied nature. Thirdly, participating increased prisoners’ sense 
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of self-worth. Finally, the chapter closes by demonstrating how the therapeutic nature of 
participating on BrightHorizons encouraged the internalisation and integration of giving back. 
It is shown that, despite the many internal (and some external) personal benefits of participating 
discovered over time, giving back remained to be prisoners’ overriding motivation for being 
there. This is demonstrated via the relative importance placed upon helping young people 
versus helping themselves throughout prisoners’ accounts; that they were applying pro-social 
behaviours consolidated on BrightHorizons outside of the programme; and that they intended 
to continue giving back post-release. Overall this chapter demonstrates that motivation to 
participate in BrightHorizons was equally multifaceted over time as it had been initially, with 
motives spanning the SDT continuum, but that giving back was the defining motive.    
 
Chapter nine firstly reasserts the research aims and contributions, and notes the main 
limitations of the current study. It then presents an overall discussion that draws these findings 
together against these aims- and situates them within the relevant literature. It first discusses 
the current findings in relation to previous findings regarding prisoners’ motivation to 
participate in rehabilitation programmes (initially and over time- according to aims two and 
three); and then in relation to predictions made by SDT (regarding different types of 
motivation, the influence of BPNs upon motivation over time, and the occurrence of 
internalisation- to meet aim three of exploring the utility of SDT in the context of prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in programmes). The latter discussion is aided by a series of diagrams. 
Five ways in which SDT could valuably inform prison-based rehabilitative practice are 
suggested, followed by ten more general implications. Finally, suggestions are made for future 
research. Overall it is concluded that SDT provides a comprehensive theory through which to 
explore prisoner motivation to participate in rehabilitation programmes and can valuably 
inform further research and prison-based practice.  
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Chapter 2: Why do prisoners participate in rehabilitation programmes? 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter reviews existing findings regarding prisoners’ motivation to participate in prison-
based rehabilitation programmes. Firstly, the complexity of the concept of motivation and 
difficulties defining and assessing it is highlighted. Secondly, some commonly identified 
motives behind prisoners’ involvement in programmes are discussed. These being categorised 
as prison-related motives, self-development-related motives, and rehabilitation-related 
motives. Thirdly, the issue of coerced rehabilitation and its impact on motivation is explored. 
Fourthly, studies pertaining to the multifaceted and dynamic nature of motivation are reviewed, 
and factors commonly identified to influence motivation are highlighted. Finally, remaining 
gaps in knowledge and the ways in which the current study addresses these are outlined. 
 
2.2 Defining and measuring motivation 
 
As demonstrated in section 1.4, the importance of motivation when working with offenders in 
the prison has long been understood. However, research consistently demonstrates that 
motivation is complex, multifaceted and dynamic, making it a somewhat nebulous concept 
which is difficult to define and measure.  
 
2.2.1 Definitions of motivation 
 
Recent years have seen many attempts to define motivation and related concepts and situate 
them within comprehensive theories (see chapter 3). However, there is no universal definition 
and conceptualisation of motivation (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004), and 
conclusions regarding the role of motivation in seeking and engaging with treatment and 
maintaining behaviour change have been inconsistent (Groshkova, 2010). Motivation is 
generally defined as an internal force that ‘moves’ an organism to engage in a particular 
behaviour (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004, p. 1117). However, offenders are a 
diverse group with multiple needs, and the variety of factors and influences that can impact on 
decisions relating to change have been difficult to explain and understand. Often distinction is 
not made between being motivated to change in a broad psychological sense, and motivation 
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to engage in  treatment- which is more specific (Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010; Becan 
et al., 2015). Nonetheless, the concept of ‘treatment motivation’ is also problematic, because 
not all prison-based programmes are treatment programmes, some target intermediate factors 
rather than solely and directly aiming to change offending behaviour, and prisoners may have 
many and varied motives for taking part in programmes, besides that of the desire to change 
their offending behaviour or receive treatment (Day and Howells, 2002). Thus, being motivated 
to change and/or motivated for treatment is not necessarily synonymous to being motivated to 
participate in a particular programme (although they might be related) (Littell and Girvin, 
2002). Motivation to change is also often considered part of an even broader concept of 
‘treatment readiness’, which focuses on the various factors that predate and predict engagement 
with treatment, and extends beyond internal and external determinants of motivation 
(McMurran and Ward, 2010) (see section 3.2). 
 
Furthermore, there are two elements of treatment motivation that are often not clearly 
delineated in the literature: motivation to enter treatment; and motivation to engage with 
treatment. The importance of treatment motivation is primarily based on its assumed 
relationship with ‘treatment engagement’- sometimes referred to as ‘adherence’ or 
‘compliance’ (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004). Whilst the two concepts of 
motivation and engagement are often not distinguished, treatment engagement is commonly 
operationalised as behavioural indicators of change (eg. concentration and contribution, 
compliance with treatment demands, participation and constructive use of therapy), which is 
distinct from the related but non-behavioural concept of treatment motivation and the cognitive 
and affective factors underlying it (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004; McMurran, 
Theodosi and Sellen, 2006; Drieschner and Verschuur, 2010). The link between treatment 
motivation and treatment engagement is influenced by factors such as the kind and severity of 
the problem behaviour and the effectiveness of treatment (Drieschner, Lammers and van der 
Staak, 2004). Studies have explored the link/s between pre-treatment motivation and treatment 
engagement, completion and/or outcomes. High levels of motivation have been found to 
predict programme retention and completion and positive outcomes, whilst low motivation has 
been linked to programme drop-out (De Leon et al., 2000; Cann et al., 2003; Sellen et al., 2006; 
McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; McMurran and Theodosi, 2007; Pelissier, 2007; Drieschner 
and Verschuur, 2010; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; Bosma et al., 2014, 2015). 
However, the ambiguity with which motivation has been defined and conceptualised has 
hindered advances in both theory and practice, and resulted in difficulty assessing client’s 
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motivation and comparing results across studies (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 
2004; Mossière and Serin, 2014)- an issue that is now turned to. 
 
2.2.2 Measurements of motivation  
 
The interest in treatment motivation yet “chronic ambiguity” (Drieschner, Lammers and van 
der Staak, 2004, p. 1116) of the concept has led to a number of significant developments in the 
assessment of offender readiness, motivation and engagement (McMurran and Ward, 2010). 
These are often based on different underlying theories and measure distinct but related concepts 
of ‘motivation to change’, ‘motivation for treatment’ or ‘treatment readiness’. Adding to the 
conceptual confusion, such terms are used concurrently and often interchangeably across 
measurement tools and within the theories they are based on - even when seeking to measure 
different constructs (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004; Holdsworth et al., 2014; 
Mossière and Serin, 2014).  
 
Existing measures have tended to assess motivation based on either stages of change, internal 
and external factors, goals, confidence, commitment, or a combination thereof (Mossière and 
Serin, 2014). Examples include the Personal Concerns Inventory- Offender Adaptation (PCI-
OA; Sellen et al., 2006, 2009; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010), designed to assess 
offenders’ motivation to change by focusing on goal identification. The Circumstances, 
Motivation, Readiness and Suitability (The CRMS scales; De Leon et al., 1994), designed to 
predict retention in TC treatment. Stages of change questionnaires (McConnaughy, Prochaska 
and Velicer, 1983; McMurran et al., 1998), based on the Transtheoretical Model of behaviour 
change (TTM; Prochaska and Di Clemente, 1982) (see section 3.2.2). The Corrections Victoria 
Treatment Readiness Questionnaire (CVTRQ; Casey et al., 2007), based on the Multifactor 
Offender Readiness Model (MORM; Ward et al., 2004) (see section 3.2.3). Finally, the Self- 
Improvement Orientation Scheme-Self Report (SOS-SR; Simourd and Olver, 2011) was 
designed to measure broad behaviour change concepts within the broader realm of client 
motivation factors. Such developments have highlighted the multidimensional nature of 
treatment motivation, which encompasses a variety of attitudes, beliefs, perceptions and 
misperceptions- about both the nature of treatment, and the therapist (Baxter, Marion and 
Goguen, 1995; Carey et al., 1999).  
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However, the limited value of such scales for measuring motivation has been documented. 
Limitations include poor psychometric properties (Carey et al., 1999; Mcmurran, Theodosi and 
Sellen, 2006; McMurran et al., 2008); lack of a sound theoretical basis (Sellen et al., 2006); 
reliance on therapist ratings of engagement and motivation (Mcmurran, Theodosi and Sellen, 
2006; Simourd and Olver, 2011); questions of their applicability to offender populations 
(Theodosi and McMurran, 2006; Linn-Walton and Maschi, 2015); lack of clarity regarding 
whether they are actually measuring motivation or inadvertently enhancing it (Sellen et al., 
2006); a narrow focus upon measuring motivation to change with particular types of offenders, 
in treatment contexts (Simourd and Olver, 2011); and not accounting for the qualitative aspects 
of motivation (Linn-Walton and Maschi, 2015). Thus, highlighting the importance of gathering 
prisoners’ perspectives regarding motivation. Studies that have directly questioned prisoners 
about their motivation to take part in specific rehabilitative interventions are relatively 
uncommon. Such insights are more often drawn from larger-scale programme evaluations 
and/or studies of related concepts (such as treatment readiness, engagement with treatment and 
motivation to change and/or desist) as opposed to pure, in-depth studies of motivation to 
participate. However, findings from this literature have highlighted that prisoner motivation 
for participating in programmes is complex- and have identified some common motives held 
by prisoners. These are now isolated and discussed in turn. 
 
2.3 Prisoners motivation to participate in programmes  
 
2.3.1 Prison-related motives 
 
Firstly, research demonstrates that there is a relationship between prisoner wellbeing and 
participation in programmes. ‘Wellbeing’ encompasses mental and physical health and social 
wellbeing, all of which contribute to people’s ability to cope with everyday stressors, and can 
be affected by a wide range of factors- many of which prisoners are particularly vulnerable to 
(eg. environmental deprivation; emotional and physical neglect; stress; social exclusion; 
removal from family; substance abuse; and social disadvantage) (Maxwell, Day and Casey, 
2013). Prisoners are deprived of basic human rights and needs, and prisons can cause physical, 
mental, and social harm (Enggist et al., 2014), which can affect their motivation and ability to 
participate in programmes (Maxwell, Day and Casey, 2013; Anderson and Gröning, 2016). 
Thus, assessments of prisoner wellbeing have included measures of self-esteem, depression, 
anxiety, subjective quality of life, stress, suicidal/self-harm behaviours, coping styles, and 
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prison-related variables such as length of sentence, time spent in prison, and visitation (eg. 
Gullone, Jones and Cummins, 2000; Liebling, Hulley and Crewe, 2011; De Claire and Dixon, 
2017).  
 
Research suggests that the higher prisoners’ well-being and quality of life, the more likely they 
are to engage with programmes (Zamble and Porporino, 1990; Wooldredge, 1999; Liebling, 
Hulley and Crewe, 2011; van der Laan and Eichelsheim, 2013; Bosma et al., 2014). However, 
prisoners often report feeling unsafe, stigmatised, overly controlled, and lacking a sense of 
personal adequacy, therefore it is unsurprising motivation for treatment might be low 
(McMurran and Ward, 2010). Furthermore, prisoners may find unhealthy ways to cope with 
the pains of imprisonment, which can lead to behaviours that undermine motivation for and 
potential effectiveness of treatment, such as drug use (McIntosh and Saville, 2006; Mjåland, 
2016). On the other hand, participating in programmes can be perceived better than doing 
nothing; and programme spaces are often perceived safer than the brutality of regular wings 
(Rose, 2004; Behan, 2014; Clevenger, 2014; Perrin and Blagden, 2014; Richmond, 2014; Frank 
et al., 2015)- factors that can all motivate participation.  
 
Secondly, and linked to the above, prisoners may be motivated to participate in programmes to 
make their sentence bearable. Specific reasons identified in the literature include keeping busy 
(Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Drapeau et al., 2005; Trebilcock, 2016) and alleviating boredom 
(Boothby, 2011; Behan, 2014; Roth and Manger, 2014; Fox, 2016; Trebilcock, 2016). 
Providing a distraction from negative thoughts (Braggins and Talbot, 2003) and breaking up 
the monotony of the prison regime (Batchelder and Koski, 2002; Manger et al., 2010; Behan, 
2014; Roth and Manger, 2014). Being treated better and/or receiving benefits in prison has also 
motivated prisoners to participate (Behan, 2014; Fox, 2016; Shoham et al., 2017). Similarly, 
factors including improving the physical and/or social conditions of imprisonment (Koons et 
al., 1997; Strauss and Falkin, 2000; Giertsen et al., 2015), earning money (Batchelder and 
Pippert, 2002; Shoham et al., 2006; Fox, 2016), ‘doing easier time’ (Batchelder and Pippert, 
2002; Shoham et al., 2006; Stevens, 2013), and receiving various other external perks have 
been associated with motivation to undertake particular jobs/programmes in the prison.  
 
Thirdly, sentence plan requirements and concerns around release exert pressure to participate. 
Some prisoners take part because they are required to do so in order to progress through their 
sentence plan and/or to improve their chances of being released (Day and Howells, 2002; Day, 
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Tucker and Howells, 2004; Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; Collins and Nee, 2010; Shoham et 
al., 2017). This is often the case for mandatory OBPs for which attendance is an objective 
requirement of release. Prisoners thus participate to ‘tick a box’ so that they will be eligible for 
release, or to meet other imposed conditions such as transfer to a lower security prison, or 
access to other desirable opportunities (Fox, 1999, 2016; Abrams, Kim and Anderson-Nathe, 
2005; Vandevelde et al., 2006; Abrams, 2012; Nichols, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and 
Tonkin, 2016). On the other hand, prisoners can be motivated to attend non-compulsory 
programmes because they perceive they have no choice (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; 
Rowe and Soppitt, 2014), and/or they hope that doing so will improve their chances of early 
release, transfer to open prison and being granted weekend leave (Blanchette and Eljdupovic-
Guzina, 1998; Magee, 2011; Frank et al., 2015; South et al., 2016; Perrin, 2017). The issue of 
coerced participation is discussed in more detail in section 2.4.   
 
Fourthly, programme take-up may be influenced by perceived social pressure from prison staff, 
other prisoners, and/or family or social networks outside prison (Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 
2006; Brookes, 2010; Fox, 2016). It is likely that the needs and opinions of friends and family 
and various significant others play a role in inducing individuals towards treatment. This can 
be direct, for example by participating merely to comply with others’ wishes (Wild, Newton-
Taylor and Alletto, 1998) or in response to some sort of “forceful ultimatum” (Stevens, 2013, 
p. 160). It can also take the form of less direct, more internal pressure, such as participating out 
of guilt arising from harm caused to others and the desire to rebuild damaged relationships, or 
to get through the sentence to reduce the negative impact of imprisonment on family outside 
(Vandevelde et al., 2006; Adler and Mir, 2012; Giertsen et al., 2015). Social influences can 
also be more positive, such as participating due to feeling encouraged and supported by others 
(Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; Stevens, 2013). 
 
Finally, lack of availability of other opportunities is a common motivating factor. Prisoners 
may get involved because they have ‘tried everything else’, want to do something different, 
and have little to choose from (Shoham et al., 2006; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; 
Stevens, 2013; Clinks, 2016; Fox, 2016). Furthermore, a lack of opportunities that are 
perceived as meaningful can mean even prisoners who are motivated to change choose not to 
participate in programmes that seek to generate change (Braggins and Talbot, 2003; McMurran 
and McCulloch, 2007; Meyer et al., 2014; Trebilcock, 2016). Findings from such studies show 
that long waiting lists can discourage prisoners from signing up for programmes, they can 
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choose not to participate in programmes because they believe they will not be helpful to them, 
the programmes they are interested in are not offered in the prison (and/or are not offered at 
the right time for them), and prisoners who are initially motivated to attend treatment and 
change their offending behaviour can stop participating because they perceive it irrelevant to 
their individual situations.    
 
Together, various external attributes of the prison environment can motivate prisoners into 
programmes- likely because the advantages of participating outweigh the disadvantages of not 
participating (Casey, Day and Howells, 2005; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; Schinkel, 
2015a). 
 
2.3.2 Future-oriented self-development motives 
 
Research has also shown that prisoners are motivated to participate in programmes to gain 
skills and experience that they believe may be useful for the future. Motives include the desire 
to acquire knowledge and learn skills to prepare for employment on release (Braggins and 
Talbot, 2003; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Behan, 2014; Nichols, 2016), to increase potential post-
release earnings (Jackson and Innes, 2000; Batchelder and Pippert, 2002), and to develop skills 
for managing health and family-related issues (Frank et al., 2015; Giertsen et al., 2015). A 
series of studies into motivation to participate in prison education distinguished between ‘pull’ 
factors (internal factors) related to future-planning and competence-building and ‘push’ factors 
(external factors) related to escaping from the prison routine or avoiding less desirable 
activities, and found pull factors were more common (Manger et al., 2010). In a second study, 
competence-building was the strongest predictor of starting an education in prison, whilst 
social reasons and escapism had no significant effect on participation (Manger, Eikeland and 
Asbjørnsen, 2013). A third study reported that prisoners who were younger, serving longer 
sentences and further through their sentence were more likely to be motivated by pull factors, 
and participation decreased with age and increased with longer sentence length (Roth and 
Manger, 2014). This suggests that those who enter prison at a young age on long sentences 
may be particularly internally motivated to participate in activities through which they can plan 
for the future and build their competencies. Roth and Manger’s (2014) findings also suggest 
that long-term prisoners are more likely to participate in education - reflecting findings from 
studies into various other types of programmes and activities that have shown that longer 
sentences predict programme participation (eg. Petersilia, 1980; Jackson and Innes, 2000; 
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Dhami, Ayton and Loewenstein, 2007; Chamberlain, 2012; Rose and Rose, 2014; Brosens et 
al., 2016). Roth and Manger suggested that those who have been in prison for longer may have 
come to realise the importance of education for post-release success (see also Behan, 2014), 
and those nearing the end of their sentence may have been especially oriented towards post-
release self-development goals (Roth and Manger, 2014). However, a qualitative study by 
Schinkel (2015a) found that men serving long sentences kept themselves busy by taking part 
in prison activities primarily as a coping strategy that involved actively avoiding thinking about 
life outside. Taken together these findings demonstrate that programme participation can be 
motivated by an internal, long-term desire to develop oneself for the future, or a more external 
desire to cope with the immediate demands of imprisonment - which can include limiting 
rumination about the future.  
 
2.3.3 Rehabilitation-related motives 
 
Some also choose to undertake rehabilitation for the very reason it was intended. That is, out 
of what appear to be internal desires to make positive changes. These prisoners are motivated 
to seek out activities that are purposeful, meaningful, and fulfilling (Lin, 2002; Hunter and 
Boyce, 2009; Caulfield, Wilson and Wilkinson, 2010; Boothby, 2011; Edgar, Jacobson and 
Biggar, 2011; Giertsen et al., 2015; Clinks, 2016). Programme participation is motivated by a 
strong internal drive to increase self-understanding, maximise potential for desistance, and 
begin personally transforming oneself (Tootoonchi, 1993; Jackson and Innes, 2000; Clarke, 
Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Vandevelde et al., 2006; McMurran et al., 2008; Abrams, 2012; 
Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Stevens, 2013; Behan, 2014; McKeganey et al., 2016; 
Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). For some prisoners, imprisonment can enforce an 
opportunity to take time out from their normal lives, self-reflect, and begin to improve on 
themselves through taking part in various activities (Abad et al., 2013; Frank et al., 2015; 
Crewe and Ievins, 2019).  
 
Linked to this, motivations to use their experience to do something worthwhile - often by giving 
back and making a positive contribution to society (Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Behan, 
2014; Clinks, 2016) and/or helping others (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Hunter and 
Boyce, 2009; Jaffe, 2011; Clinks, 2016) are commonly expressed by those motivated to engage 
with rehabilitation, because such behaviours constitute a critical part of the change process for 
many (Halsey and Harris, 2011; Abrams, 2012). Thus prisoners may be motivated to take part 
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in rehabilitative opportunities that involve generative activities, defined as “the philosophy or 
practice of caring in non-violent and durable ways for self, other and future” (Halsey and 
Harris, 2011, p. 74). However, genuine desire to change and help others may not be the only 
reasons individuals take part in generative activities in prison. It can also be partly down to the 
various prison-related factors discussed in section 2.3.1 (Jaffe, 2011; Magee, 2011; South et 
al., 2016; Perrin, 2017).  
 
Two further motives related to rehabilitation and generativity are that, firstly, for prisoners who 
are motivated to change, participating in programmes and activities can provide an opportunity 
(often the only opportunity, due to their confinement within the prison) to demonstrate this 
personal commitment to change to others (Toch, 2010; Bushway and Apel, 2012; Cherney and 
Fitzgerald, 2016b; Fox, 2016). To signal their renewed purpose in life, programmes with some 
form of real-world relevance and/or opportunity to contribute to the outside world may be 
preferable to prisoners, but are in short supply (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Crook, 2007; 
Piacentini, Weaver and Jardine, 2018). Secondly, prisoners can be motivated to participate to 
feel better about themselves and improve their self-esteem (Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; 
Giertsen et al., 2015; Nichols, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Participating in 
initiatives that involve trust, responsibility and status within the prison (eg. peer initiatives 
and/or active citizenship roles) can often appeal on this basis- at the same time as enabling 
prisoners to ‘test out’ their personal change (Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Edgar, Jacobson and 
Biggar, 2011; Jaffe, 2011; Kavanagh and Borrill, 2013).  
2.4 The questions of coercion and autonomy  
 
Approaches that aim to enhance offender’s motivation to engage in rehabilitative programmes 
have acknowledged the distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation (as set out in 
section 1.1 and returned to in section 3.4). Extrinsically motivated change tends to be short-
lived and contingent upon external controls, whilst intrinsically motivated change is more 
likely to persist in the absence of external controls (De Leon and Jainchill, 1986; Simpson and 
Joe, 1993; De Leon et al., 1994; Lopez Viets, Walker and Miller, 2002). However, the 
complexity of the relationship between internal and external sources of motivation is evident 
from the conclusions of studies into the use of coercion to motivate offenders into treatment. 
Offenders can enter coerced treatment already self-motivated to change (Hiller et al., 2002), 
initial perceived coercion can pave the way for genuine motivation (Farabee, Prendergast and 
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Anglin, 1998; Terry and Mitchell, 2001; Day, Tucker and Howells, 2004; Rowe and Soppitt, 
2014; Hogan, Barton-Bellessa and Lambert, 2015; O’Brien and Daffern, 2017), and internal 
motivation and external pressure can simultaneously influence participation (Knight et al., 
2000; Kennedy and Gregoire, 2009). 
 
The concept of autonomy is closely linked to intrinsic motivation. Individuals have an inherent 
desire for freedom and to make their own decisions (Deci and Ryan, 1987; Schwartz, 2012). 
However, prison is restrictive of autonomy, and where some prisoners may experience some 
sense of it, this likely does not reflect the true psychological meaning of autonomy in terms of 
free will and volition (Toch, 1993, 1997; Crewe, 2011b; Behan, 2014; Shammas, 2014; Bunce, 
2018). When people perceive they have freely chosen a course of action from amongst 
alternatives, they are generally more motivated to carry it out and persist with it than if they 
perceive they are doing it because they are forced to (Lopez Viets, Walker and Miller, 2002). 
Coercing offenders into programmes would therefore seem to be a fruitless venture, unlikely 
to involve intrinsic motivation. Indeed, some studies report that feeling coerced to participate 
in programmes can create resentment and resistance (Burdon et al., 2002). Being forced into 
treatment can reinforce perceptions of unfair treatment and cause programmes to be perceived 
as box-ticking, target-hitting and money-making exercises on the part of the prison, and/or 
attempts to manage and control prisoners, as opposed to meaningful opportunities for change 
(Fox, 1999, 2016; Lin, 2002). Coerced treatment can be perceived as at odds with any sincere 
individual effort to change, and can result in tense relationships between inmates and 
authorities, and negative appraisals of treatment (Miller, Koons-Witt and Ventura, 2004; 
Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). However, even those mandated to treatment have a 
choice to take up treatment, or refuse it and risk the consequences. Prisoners can refuse to 
participate, ‘fake it’ through programmes and/or actively disrupt activities in order to resist 
coercion (Burdon et al., 2002; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Abrams, Kim and 
Anderson-Nathe, 2005; Abrams, 2006). Or, prisoners can salvage some sense of autonomy by 
ensuring they gain something valuable from time spent in programmes (Lin, 2002). Taking part 
in activities voluntarily may be a more effective way of retaining autonomy in prison, 
especially if activities are perceived somewhat separate from the wider penal culture (Stevens, 
2013; Behan, 2014).  
 
Even where enforced treatment leads to programme attendance and positive outcomes, the 
critical factor can be the individuals’ underlying perception that he/she sought treatment 
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because they endorsed its goals and made a personal choice to attend (Farabee, Prendergast 
and Anglin, 1998; Birgden, 2004; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 2006; McKinney and 
Cotronea, 2011; Kavanagh and Borrill, 2013). Research suggests offenders who are mandated 
into treatment often perceive little sense of coercion, report that they have chosen to seek 
treatment, and are cooperative and willing to participate (Anglin, Brecht and Maddahian, 1989; 
Chick, 1998; Farabee, Prendergast and Anglin, 1998; Wild, Newton-Taylor and Alletto, 1998; 
Melnick, Hawke and Wexler, 2004; McSweeney et al., 2006; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 
2006; Coviello et al., 2013; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014). A recent meta-analysis concluded that 
mixed results regarding coerced versus voluntary treatment are partly due to coercion often 
being treated as a dichotomous and non-dynamic variable, when in fact there are varying 
degrees of coercion (Parhar et al., 2008). Multiple factors can influence offenders’ perceptions 
of external pressure to enter treatment and the extent to which they are there out of choice, such 
as adequacy of information about treatment, relationship to and legitimacy of the source of 
pressure, and personality factors (Day, Tucker and Howells, 2004). Research has also 
suggested that the type of programme is more important than its status as compulsory or 
otherwise (McMurran and Ward, 2004; Day et al., 2006). Programmes that are in line with 
potential participants’ beliefs, goals and values, and make sense to them because they hold 
some personal relevance and meaning to their lives, are more likely to appeal to their 
motivation (Kasser, 1996; Fiorentine, Nakashima and Anglin, 1999; McMurran and Ward, 
2010; Piacentini, Weaver and Jardine, 2018). Tension arises under coerced circumstances when 
participants cannot see why they were put forward for the programme, or what value it holds 
for helping them achieve success post-release (Whiteacre, 2007).  
 
Thus, interpreting voluntary and coerced participation as internal and external motivation, 
respectively, and as antithetical concepts that do not interact, is problematic. This is because 
both dyads (coerced vs. voluntary treatment; external vs. internal motivation) have been 
inconsistently defined, and there are greater and lesser degrees of both coercion and 
internalisation (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Birgden, 2004; McMurran and Ward, 2004; Parhar et 
al., 2008; Groshkova, 2010).  
 
2.5 The multifaceted and dynamic nature of motivation  
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Previous research also suggests that prisoners’ motivation to participate is often multifaceted. 
Treatment participation by prisoners (or others within the CJS) is likely always extrinsically 
motivated to some extent, due to the salience of concerns about privileges, parole and release 
dates (McMurran and Ward, 2004). Many of the studies discussed in section 2.3 emphasised 
that prisoners had multiple simultaneous motives combining prison-related, self-development 
and rehabilitation-related motives (eg. Lin, 2002; Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Hunter and 
Boyce, 2009; Behan, 2014). A study of quantitative predictors of motives for prison-based 
education highlighted the multidimensionality of motivation to participate (Panitsides and 
Moussiou, 2019). Motives most predictive of participation were doing something useful (82% 
of participants), sentence reduction (78.3%), escapism/avoiding less pleasant things (75.4%), 
and ‘learning for the sake of learning’ (79.7%) (Panitsides and Moussiou, 2019, p. 13). Personal 
goal-setting approaches to motivation for treatment have highlighted that prisoners are 
motivated to address multiple goals within programmes, from those relating to internal self-
change, to practical post-release considerations, to concern to desist from crime, to improving 
current living circumstances in prison (eg. Sellen et al., 2006; Theodosi and McMurran, 2006; 
McMurran et al., 2008; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010). Rowe and Soppitt (2014) 
found that ex-offenders held a mixture of specific and more general reasons for participating 
in a desistance programme, which ranged from ‘pure’ commitment to a conventional lifestyle 
and desistance, to ‘forced compliance’ to avoid negative consequences. This reflects 
Vandevelde et al’s (2006) findings that drug-involved prisoners’ motives for treatment were 
focused around gaining early release, not wanting to come back to prison and perceived social 
pressure, yet participants also expressed the desire to receive treatment to resolve their drug 
problem. Similar combinations of extrinsic and intrinsic motivations for entering and staying 
in prison-based drug treatment have been demonstrated in other studies (Grella and Rodriguez, 
2011; Cherry, 2015; Frank et al., 2015; Giertsen et al., 2015). A recent qualitative exploration 
of prisoners’ motivation for TC treatment revealed four distinct categories based on the extent 
to which prisoners were genuinely motivated to change (namely ‘enthusiasts’, ‘followers’, 
‘desperados’ and ‘escapees’) (Stevens, 2013). Participants in this study were grouped 
according to their primary motivation, but there was overlap between them.  
 
Motivation is also dynamic and susceptible to influence over time. Motivation to participate 
can be enhanced throughout programmes (Day et al., 2009), and is thus often considered an 
important intermediate treatment target (Melnick et al., 2001; Bowen and Gilchrist, 2004; 
Diseth et al., 2008; Drieschner and Verschuur, 2010; Holdsworth et al., 2014). Internal 
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motivation has been found to lead to programme engagement and positive treatment outcomes 
(Melnick et al., 2001; Lin, 2002; Rosen et al., 2004; Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; 
Meyer, 2011). Thus, an important task for practitioners is to move offenders from extrinsic 
towards intrinsic reasons for change (Williams and Strean, 2002; Shaul, Koeter and Schippers, 
2016; O’Brien and Daffern, 2017). These findings led to the implementation of brief 
motivational enhancement programmes in the prison, designed to engender motivation to 
change within prisoners (often via Motivational Interviewing (MI) techniques) before enrolling 
them in programmes specifically targeted to their needs (Stewart and Picheca, 2001; Rosen et 
al., 2004; McMurran and Ward, 2010; Stephenson, Harkins and Woodhams, 2013; Knight et 
al., 2016). MI sets out an interviewing strategy for motivating behaviour change that emerged 
from practical experience in the field of alcohol treatment (Miller and Rollnick, 2012). It is an 
intuitive approach that draws upon social psychology (applying processes such as attribution, 
cognitive dissonance, and self-efficacy) to explain how individuals progress through various 
motivational prerequisites (cognitive-affective shifts) for active behaviour change (Miller, 
1983). The effectiveness of MI in the context of prison programming requires further research 
(Mann, Ginsburg and Weekes, 2002; Devereux, 2009; McMurran, 2009; Anstiss, Polaschek 
and Wilson, 2011; Austin, Williams and Kilgour, 2011).  
 
Once participating, initially instrumental motives can transform into self-development and self-
change motives, as participants engage with programmes and come to recognise the value and 
utility of being there (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Abrams, 2006; Behan, 2014; 
Nichols, 2016). For example, a mixed-methods evaluation of a prison-based arts intervention 
found that the relative importance of prisoners’ motives changed over time (Anderson et al., 
2011). Initially important motives such as increased social interaction became less important 
(presumably because such motives were realised early on). Motives initially considered less 
important, such as building confidence and self-esteem, experience and self-development, 
increased in importance as participants experienced the benefits of the programme. 
Furthermore, prisoners in this study reported that other participants kept them going when their 
motivation dipped (see also Frost and Connolly, 2004). In Behan’s (2014) qualitative study 
prisoners recalled having initially taken up education for reasons such as killing time, escaping 
the wing and making prison life more bearable, but over time they became driven by the 
enjoyment of learning, encouragement from teachers, and recognising the benefits of education 
for their future aspirations to desist from crime. Furthermore, participating in one type of 
programme has been positively related to participation in other types of programmes, thus 
54 
 
successfully engaging prisoners in one activity may motivate them to optimise other available 
opportunities (Rose, 2004; Anderson et al., 2011; Adler and Mir, 2012; Brewster, 2014; Rose 
and Rose, 2014). 
 
Favourable perceptions of treatment quality can also predict higher ratings and self-reported 
motivation, including the sense of community climate, counsellor rapport and treatment 
satisfaction (Koons et al., 1997; Fiorentine, Nakashima and Anglin, 1999; Melnick, Hawke 
and Wexler, 2004; Cherry, 2015). On the other hand, negative treatment experiences such as 
poor group dynamics, failure to adequately address individual needs, and an unsupportive 
institutional culture and/or negative attitudes of prison staff can impede motivation and lead to 
programme drop-out, even for those who were initially highly motivated for treatment 
(Kjelsberg, Skoglund and Rustad, 2007; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; Meyer et al., 2014; 
Farley and Pike, 2016). Thus changes in motivation are generally a result of changing 
perspectives on programmes that can be influenced by factors relating to the programme, the 
institution, and the individual (De Leon et al., 1994; Fiorentine, Nakashima and Anglin, 1999; 
Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004). These factors can both enhance and/or constrain 
motivation to participate. Some of the most influential factors according to existing studies are 
now considered in more detail.  
 
2.5.1 Programme factors influencing participation 
 
The programme environment, atmosphere and activities within it all influence motivation. Low 
participation and/or engagement once participating may have little to do with prisoners’ 
motivation, and more to do with the programme itself, such as not being intensive, well-run or 
interesting enough (Lin, 2002; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; Sturgess, Woodhams and 
Tonkin, 2016), or imposing excessive workload and demands (Diseth et al., 2008). Motivation 
can be facilitated by encouraging prisoners to actively participate in and engage with 
programmed activities (Melnick et al., 2001; Holdsworth et al., 2014; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014), 
and programmes being experienced as flexible, interesting and exciting (Adler and Mir, 2012; 
Fox, 2016). Programmes that participants have a part in running and involve hands-on activity 
often successfully engage prisoners motivation (Koons et al., 1997; Lee, Uken and Sebold, 
2007; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Adler and Mir, 2012; Perrin, 2017; O’Sullivan, Hart 
and Healy, 2018). Perceptions of excessive and/or unfair rules and rigid adherence to 
programme manuals can negatively impact motivation to participate (Strauss and Falkin, 2000; 
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Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Marshall, 2009; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 
2016). Such influences are reflected in findings that OBPs (which are generally highly-
structured, compulsory and delivered in a classroom-like style) are often experienced as 
outdated, patronising, repetitive and unchallenging and thus fail to engage and excite 
participants, whilst more innovative, creative and participatory programmes (including TC, 
education and drama/arts-based programmes and opportunities for active citizenship) are 
motivating and enjoyable (Caulfield, Wilson and Wilkinson, 2010; Turner, 2012; Stevens, 
2013; Behan, 2014; Schinkel, 2015a; Fox, 2016). However, the same studies report that OBPs 
can be experienced more positively under certain conditions, supporting the view that the way 
in which programmes are delivered is more important for engagement than the specific 
techniques used (Marshall and Burton, 2010).  
 
One of the important conditions for motivation and engagement in programmes is the relational 
context within which it is delivered. Individuals do not exist in isolation, but within social 
networks, and choices are made within the context of others (Weaver, 2013). Thus informal 
and formal connections with others, and support for and recognition of change by others,  
influence behavioural outcomes (Weaver, 2013; Nugent and Schinkel, 2016). Enhanced 
motivation to participate in programmes is often attributed to caring and supportive 
relationships with programme staff (Koons et al., 1997; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Polaschek 
and Ross, 2010; McNeill et al., 2011; Meyer, 2011; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; Fox, 2016; Lloyd 
et al., 2017) and group/peer support (Frost and Connolly, 2004; Ross, Polaschek and Ward, 
2008; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Marshall and Burton, 2010; Meyer, 2011; Holdsworth et al., 
2014; Frank et al., 2015).  
 
Prisoners’ experiences of peer-based initiatives clearly demonstrate the powerful influence of 
relational processes on motivation. This literature finds that connecting with, working with and 
helping others is satisfying and empowering, encouraging resilience, autonomy, personal 
growth, positive change and, ultimately, desistance narratives (Levenson and Farrant, 2002; 
Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009; Boothby, 2011; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Perrin and 
Blagden, 2014, 2016; O’Sullivan, Hart and Healy, 2018; Perrin et al., 2018). Similar findings 
have emerged from research into prisoners’ experiences of TCs. Working through problems 
with others; open communication; taking responsibility, and trusting and supportive 
relationships with staff and residents are particularly important for motivating change in a TC 
context (Greenall, 2004; Bennett and Shuker, 2010; Dolan, 2017; Kreager et al., 2018; Ross 
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and Auty, 2018). The positive impact of engaging with others on motivation is also evident 
from research into generative activities. Opportunities to ‘give something back’ or ‘make 
amends’ have been found to enhance motivation to change, and can facilitate the development 
of pro-social identities conducive to change (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Burnett and 
Maruna, 2006; Lebel, 2007; Paternoster and Bushway, 2009; Stevens, 2012; Liem and 
Richardson, 2014; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Sapouna et al., 2015). Such activities can 
sustain motivation to change by providing opportunities that are empowering and therapeutic, 
and involve building reciprocal relationships and learning to trust and empathise with others 
(Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Kavanagh and Borrill, 2013; Sapouna et al., 2015). 
However, when interpreting findings from activities such as TC and peer-based roles, it is 
important to bear in mind potential selection bias resulting from strict screening and selection 
processes, which often require prisoners to have demonstrated that they are already motivated 
to change (see section 4.5.3). 
 
2.5.2 Institutional factors influencing participation 
 
 
The prison itself can also affect motivation to participate in programmes in various ways. Most 
pertinently, prisoners’ perceptions of the involvement and commitment of the prison and its 
staff towards rehabilitation can influence their attitudes towards participating in activities that 
aim to address rehabilitation (Lin, 2002; Ward et al., 2004; Warr, 2008; Burrowes and Needs, 
2009). Lack of institutional support can be inferred from negative and/or unsupportive attitudes 
towards rehabilitation (Kjelsberg, Skoglund and Rustad, 2007), and practical barriers to 
programme participation arising from the prison environment (Day and Doyle, 2010). Attitudes 
unsupportive of rehabilitation at the institution or staff level can undermine prisoners’ 
motivation to participate by counteracting the therapeutic and rehabilitative effects of 
programmes (Burdon et al., 2002; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; McIntosh and Saville, 
2006; Schinkel, 2015a; Lloyd et al., 2017). Practical constraints (eg. time, space, resources, 
funding, freedom of movement) can obstruct motivation by negatively influencing the 
continued availability, successful delivery and experience of programmes (Farabee et al., 1999; 
Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Day and Doyle, 2010; Meyer et al., 2010).  
 
Together, unsupportive aspects of the prison regime - such as limited availability of 
opportunities, prioritising control over the development of therapeutic relationships, security 
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concerns, over-regulation of prisoners’ behaviour, untimely movements and disturbances in 
the prison - can all disrupt motivation to participate in programmes (Wright, 1993; Batchelder 
and Koski, 2002; McIntosh and Saville, 2006; Diseth et al., 2008; Burrowes and Needs, 2009). 
Such factors can negatively affect motivation by rendering opportunities for rehabilitation 
pointless, dampening efforts and motivation to secure a more positive future, and providing 
little opportunity to consolidate skills learnt in programmes outside of the programme 
environment (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Abrams, 2006; Liebling, Arnold and 
Straub, 2011; Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 2012). Prisoners’ participation in programmes is 
fragile, as becoming involved can be the result of many homely motivations (eg. 
companionship and self-improvement, stress and boredom, and interests and availability), but 
if the prison context does not support the rehabilitative purposes of programmes, these multiple 
motivations are unlikely to be facilitated and participation levels may drop (Lin, 2002). 
Prisoners can be generally open to rehabilitation, yet can respond negatively to programmes if 
officers’ emit negative attitudes towards rehabilitation and/or towards prisoners themselves 
(Anderson and Gröning, 2016) (see also Kjelsberg, Skoglund and Rustad, 2007).  
 
On the other hand, a strong prison-wide rehabilitative ethos can encourage and maintain 
prisoners’ motivation to participate in activities. For example by reinforcing hope and 
confidence for the future (Lin, 2002; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; Liebling et al., 2019), 
extending the positive impact of programmes into day-to-day prison life (Frost and Connolly, 
2004; O’Sullivan, Hart and Healy, 2018) and encouraging prisoners to immerse themselves in 
the regime (Schinkel, 2015a) - rather than participating merely to mentally escape the negative 
prison environment (eg. Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011). Prisoners in Liebling’s (2011) 
study at HMP Whitemoor perceived that for programmes to help, everybody involved in them 
had to have faith in them and the whole prison environment had to support and embrace them 
whole-heartedly. A study into drug recovery wings (DRW) in UK prisons found that the 
therapeutic space facilitated prisoners’ motivation for treatment, but there was a need to protect 
the DRW from threat from the wider prison system and changing policy environment (Lloyd 
et al., 2017). 
 
Furthermore, often strained prisoner-officer relationships (Barry, 2007; Warr, 2008; Crewe, 
2009, 2011b; Collins and Nee, 2010; Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011; Ministry of Justice, 
2016) – although there are exceptions (Liebling, Price and Elliott, 1999; Tait, 2011; Lloyd et 
al., 2017) – a lack of meaningful friendships between prisoners due to distrust (Greer, 2000; 
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Adler and Mir, 2012; Liebling and Arnold, 2012), and limited contact with family and friends 
outside  (Uggen, Wakefield and Western, 2005; Abrams, 2012; Cid and Martí, 2012; Brunton-
Smith and McCarthy, 2016; Velasquez, 2016) can all undermine motivation to participate in 
programmes by limiting the positive impact of relationships upon motivation to change (see 
section 2.5.1) (see also Turner, 2012). 
 
Overall then, even where long-term intrinsic motivation can be found amongst prisoners, 
programmes and the wider criminal justice context in which they are delivered can be ill-
equipped to sustain it (Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016).  
 
2.5.3 Individual factors influencing participation 
 
Studies have generally found that aspects of the current treatment experience (eg. therapeutic 
relationships; programme objectives, activities and processes; peer support, and perceived 
utility of treatment- see section 2.5.1) are more predictive of long-term engagement in prison-
based programmes than individual characteristics (eg. Fiorentine, Nakashima and Anglin, 
1999; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Holdsworth et al., 2014). However, motivation can also be 
influenced by prisoners’ individual experiences of personal change (Clarke, Simmonds and 
Wydall, 2004; Abrams, 2006; Behan, 2014; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Welsh 
and McGrain (2008) found that increased social conformity (a subscale that assessed feelings 
about honesty, rules and laws, friendships, job longevity, religion and importance of family) 
across time-points predicted increased therapeutic engagement in a TC drug treatment 
programme, whilst hostility was negatively associated with engagement. The authors suggested 
high levels of hostility mitigated against the positive influences of peer support and counsellor 
rapport. In Holdsworth et al’s (2014) review, hostility and impulsivity predicted low levels of 
programme engagement. Self-isolation, mental health problems and drug use can also affect 
prisoners’ motivation and ability to participate in programmes (Anderson and Gröning, 2016). 
 
Conclusions regarding the link between ethnicity and programme participation and 
engagement have been mixed (Rosen et al., 2004; eg Grella and Rodriguez, 2011; Meyer et 
al., 2014). Extant findings suggest that the content of ‘standard’ correctional programmes can 
be experienced as relevant to BAME participants and they can benefit from such programmes 
(Shingler and Pope, 2018). However, lack of cultural sensitivity can be a barrier to engagement 
(Cowburn, Lavis and Walker, 2008; Jones, Brookes and Shuker, 2013). Overall, there is 
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insufficient evidence and more research is needed (Prison Reform Trust, 2017b; Shingler and 
Pope, 2018). 
 
Furthermore, gender may have a role in determining the influences of certain factors on 
prisoners’ motivation and engagement (Fletcher, Shaver and Moon, 1993; Herrschaft et al., 
2009; Carlen, 2011; Rose and Rose, 2014). Women generally enter prison more disadvantaged 
than their male counterparts due to their higher likelihood of having experienced abuse, 
exploitation, substance-abuse, mental health issues and poverty (Howard League for Penal 
Reform, 2015; Ministry of Justice, 2018). Despite mounting evidence that gender-responsive 
programmes are more effective (Bloom, 1999; Messina et al., 2010; Gobeil, Blanchette and 
Stewart, 2016), many prison-based programmes made available to women were designed for 
men (Langan and Pelissier, 2001; Herrschaft et al., 2009; Worrall and Gelsthorpe, 2009; House 
of Commons Justice Committee, 2013). Previous research has uncovered gender-specific needs 
such as those relating to parenting responsibility, history of abuse/trauma/victimisation, and 
self-harm- which may be more pronounced in women (Morash, Bynum and Koons-Witt, 1998; 
Byrne and Howells, 2002; Hollin and Palmer, 2006a; Messina et al., 2006; Sowards, O’Boyle 
and Weissman, 2006; Grella and Rodriguez, 2011; Sapouna et al., 2015; Gobeil, Blanchette 
and Stewart, 2016). Other issues pertinent to women in prison are drug issues (Morash, Bynum 
and Koons-Witt, 1998; Harm and Phillips, 2001; Byrne and Howells, 2002; Messina et al., 
2006; Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Grella and Rodriguez, 2011); mental health 
problems (Morash, Bynum and Koons-Witt, 1998; Byrne and Howells, 2002; Rose, 2004; 
Messina et al., 2006; Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Bloom and Covington, 2008; 
Grella and Rodriguez, 2011); difficulty coping with the strain of imprisonment (Geiger and 
Fischer, 2005; Hunter and Greer, 2011; Rowe, 2016), and separation from their children and 
concerns around custody (Harm and Phillips, 2001; Covington, 2004; Rose, 2004; Pelissier and 
Jones, 2005, 2006; O’Malley and Devaney, 2016). The availability of services and programmes 
to address these needs impacts upon women’s participation in various rehabilitative activities 
(Rose, 2004; Pelissier and Jones, 2006; Grella and Rodriguez, 2011). Indeed, a qualitative 
study of women prisoners’ motivation to change their behaviour found that many viewed prison 
as a chance to reflect and make positive changes, but that there was a lack of services for those 
who were motivated to address their rehabilitation (Abad et al., 2013).  
 
This section has highlighted the dynamic nature of motivation and thus the importance of 
sustaining motivation throughout the course of treatment (Day and Casey, 2010; McMurran 
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and Ward, 2010; Morgen and Kressel, 2010; Serin, Lloyd and Hanby, 2010; Yong et al., 2015; 
Kwasnicka et al., 2016). Taken together, the findings reviewed in this section suggest that when 
positive influences upon motivation are aligned and negative influences minimised, it is 
possible that rehabilitation - that was essentially, coerced (Fox, 1999; Kendall, 2011; 
Hucklesby and Wincup, 2014; Abrams and Lea, 2016) - becomes something prisoners are 
motivated to participate in, and capable of engaging with over the longer-term (Lin, 2002; 
Birgden, 2004; Bond and Gemmell, 2014; Tate, Blagden and Mann, 2017). 
2.6 Gaps and limitations of current state of knowledge 
 
The importance of understanding prisoners’ motivation to participate in rehabilitation 
programmes has been evidenced throughout the above review of existing research. However, 
this review also highlights several gaps that the current study addresses.  
Firstly, few studies considered all possible motives held by prisoners for participating in 
programmes, nor considered the ongoing influences on motivation throughout their 
participation (see eg. Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Behan, 
2014; Frank et al., 2015 for exceptions). Instead, many focused on pre-determined quantitative 
predictors of participation (eg. Jackson and Innes, 2000; Diseth et al., 2008; Welsh and 
McGrain, 2008; Manger et al., 2010; Meyer, 2011; Manger, Eikeland and Asbjørnsen, 2013; 
Bosma et al., 2014; Roth and Manger, 2014; Panitsides and Moussiou, 2019) and/or only 
considered motivation at one time point (see Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Few 
provided in-depth, qualitative accounts of motivation (see eg. Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 
2004; Stevens, 2013; Behan, 2014; Frank et al., 2015; Fox, 2016 for exceptions). Qualitative 
data is likely to enhance understanding of prisoners’ motivation to participate in programmes, 
and how it can be facilitated or impeded by psychosocial factors within the prison, due to the 
richness of data qualitative studies can provide (Howells, 2000). Many studies reported on the 
relationship between motivation and treatment outcomes, as opposed to experience of the 
treatment process itself (eg. De Leon et al., 2000; Melnick et al., 2001; Hiller et al., 2002). 
Such outcome data does not say anything about the implementation issues and programme 
activities that can affect motivation to participate (Lin, 2002). Many studies measured 
engagement in treatment as opposed to treatment motivation (eg. Fiorentine, Nakashima and 
Anglin, 1999; Frost and Connolly, 2004; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Roy, Châteauvert and 
Richard, 2013). Engagement is often measured via proxy measures of programme 
participation, retention and/or completion (eg. Bosma et al., 2014; Holdsworth et al., 2014). 
61 
 
However, whether prisoners are physically present or not does not necessarily equate to 
whether they are genuinely motivated. As has been shown, prisoners may join and stay in 
programmes for any number of reasons. Findings that certain factors are associated with drop-
out or completion does not provide any insight into how or why that factor influenced 
motivation to participate. To uncover this, an exploration of qualitative changes in motivation 
to participate in programmes is warranted. Thus, the current study adopted a qualitative 
approach. 
Secondly, not all of the studies were directly concerned with motivation to participate (see eg. 
Stevens, 2013; Frank et al., 2015 for exceptions). Instead, they primarily focused on 
perspectives on rehabilitation (Anderson and Gröning, 2016) and resettlement (Edgar, Aresti 
and Cornish, 2012); issues of identity and broader motivation to change and/or desist 
(Anderson et al., 2011; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014); programme implementation (Burdon et al., 
2002; Lin, 2002); experiences of imprisonment/rehabilitative climate (Zamble and Porporino, 
1990; Wright, 1993; Schinkel, 2015a); and aspects of staff-prisoner relationships and/or the 
therapeutic alliance (Ross, Polaschek and Ward, 2008; Polaschek and Ross, 2010; Lloyd et al., 
2017). These studies provide useful insights into prisoner participation in programmes, shed 
some light upon motivation, and describe various issues relevant to motivation to participate. 
To enhance this understanding, the current study focused solely on motivation to participate in 
BrightHorizons and how this changed over time.  
Thirdly, many of these studies relied on outcome statistics, staff and/or researcher observations 
and official records to infer motivation (eg. Mcmurran, Theodosi and Sellen, 2006). These may 
not provide an accurate assessment of prisoners’ motivation to participate. Gaining 
perspectives directly from prisoner participants themselves is needed. However, research 
exploring reasons for and against engaging in treatment from the perspective of the prisoner is 
sparse (Stevens, 2013; Frank et al., 2015; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016)- with some 
exceptions (Koons et al., 1997; Strauss and Falkin, 2000; McIntosh and Saville, 2006; 
Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; Meyer et al., 2014; 
Frank et al., 2015). Thus, the current study explored motivation to participate in the programme 
from the perspective of prisoners who had experienced it. This approach also mitigated against 
some of the problems with defining and measuring motivation discussed in section 2.2, because 
participants could describe their motivation to participate in their own words.  
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Fourth, studies on the relationship between motivation and programme outcomes are more 
common than exploration of the relationship between motivation and the process of 
participating itself (Ross, Polaschek and Ward, 2008; Marshall and Burton, 2010). Despite this, 
findings suggest that the treatment process may be more important than initial motivation when 
it comes to maintaining and/or enhancing motivation (Strauss and Falkin, 2000; Polaschek and 
Ross, 2010). However, few studies in the field of offender rehabilitation have considered how 
motivation changes during treatment, how such changes may relate to intermediate treatment 
outcomes, and the more qualitative changes that occur during treatment (Harkins and Beech, 
2007; Cherry, 2015). Thus, the current study explored prisoners’ initial motives, and their 
perceptions of how and why their motivation to participate changed over time. In so doing, it 
utilised a cross-sectional, retrospective design (see also Gullone, Jones and Cummins, 2000; 
Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Adler and Mir, 2012; Behan, 2014; Cherry, 2015; 
Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Details regarding the justification for and limits to 
this approach can be found in chapters four and nine.  
 
Fifth, there is a growing body of research into prisoner’s motivation to participate in traditional 
cognitive-behavioural programmes (eg. Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004), substance abuse 
treatment (eg. Frank et al., 2015; Giertsen et al., 2015), TCs (eg. Stevens, 2013), and education 
(eg. Behan, 2014; Panitsides and Moussiou, 2019). Comparatively little is known about why 
prisoners take part in more innovative programmes (see eg. Anderson et al., 2011; Adler and 
Mir, 2012; Fox, 2016; O’Sullivan, Hart and Healy, 2018 for exceptions). The current research 
therefore explores prisoners’ motivation to participate in a non-compulsory, unusual 
rehabilitation programme (see section 1.5).  
 
Finally, most of the factors identified in section 2.5 that have been found to influence prisoners’ 
motivation to remain in programmes are implicitly linked to SDT concepts of competence, 
autonomy and/or relatedness (see sections 1.1 and 3.4), and the motives for participating in 
programmes uncovered in studies reviewed in section 2.3 are often part of a broader, 
underlying motivation to change reminiscent of SDT’s innate human inclination towards 
personal growth (eg. McMurran et al., 2008). Furthermore, studies distinguish between internal 
and external motivation (eg. Rosen et al., 2004; Manger et al., 2010). Whilst such distinctions 
are useful, it seems likely that any such motivation will always contain some recognition of 
change - whether intended or unintended. Thus, an outstanding question may be whether 
prisoners’ motivation is of a more internal or external quality, how this influences participation, 
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and whether more internal motivation can be encouraged. To endeavour to answer these 
questions, the current study explicitly applied SDT as the theoretical lens through which to 
explore prisoners’ motivation (see section 3.5).  
 
2.7 Concluding thoughts   
 
This chapter has achieved five main things. Firstly, it has drawn attention to the challenges of 
defining and measuring motivation to participate in rehabilitation programmes. Interpretation 
and synthesis of findings on prisoner’s motivation to participate in various rehabilitative 
activities is hampered by the fact that motivation is a somewhat ambiguous concept, defined 
and measured inconsistently, and variably referred to and amalgamated with related - and 
similarly inconsistently defined - concepts, such as engagement and readiness (Drieschner, 
Lammers and van der Staak, 2004; Chambers et al., 2008; McMurran et al., 2008; Bosma et 
al., 2014, 2015; Holdsworth et al., 2014; Linn-Walton and Maschi, 2015; Sturgess, Woodhams 
and Tonkin, 2016). Whilst the importance of motivation for treatment outcomes is widely 
accepted, different approaches vary with regards to how motivation is addressed, both 
theoretically and practically, which complicates understanding of the relationship between 
rehabilitative programmes, motivation, and behavioural outcomes (Drieschner, Lammers and 
van der Staak, 2004; Ryan et al., 2011). Secondly, distinctions have been made between prison-
related, self-development and rehabilitation-related motives to participate. Prison-related 
motives include those related to wellbeing/adaptation, making the sentence bearable, and the 
influence of sentence planning, social pressure and limited opportunities in the prison. Self-
development motives refer to gaining skills and experience, often motivated by concerns 
regarding future employment, financial stability, health and family security. Rehabilitation-
related motives include desires to make positive behavioural changes, transform identities and 
desist from crime. This encapsulates motives to give back and make amends, spend time in 
prison doing something meaningful, signalling positive changes to others, and increasing self-
esteem. Thirdly, the influence of coercion versus autonomy on motivation to participate in 
programmes has been explored. This section uncovered differing perceptions of coercion and 
autonomy with regards to programme participation, including legal pressure, social pressure, 
external encouragement, and the fit between the goals of the programme and individual 
interests and values. Fourth, the multi-faceted, dynamic and complex nature of prisoners’ 
motivations for participating in rehabilitative endeavours has been highlighted, due to being 
continually influenced by factors relating to the programme, the institution, and the individual. 
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Finally, gaps in current knowledge and limitations of existing studies have been highlighted. 
Overall this chapter has demonstrated the complexity of motivation to participate in prison-
based rehabilitation programmes. The next chapter considers some common theoretical 
approaches to motivating offenders to change, before outlining the theoretical framework that 
informed the current study- SDT. 
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Chapter 3: Theorising motivation in the prison context 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 
Several theories of motivation are commonly drawn upon in the field of prison-based 
rehabilitation. These have underpinned and guided much of the research that has been 
conducted into motivation reviewed in the previous chapter (see McMurran and Ward, 2010; 
Mossière and Serin, 2014). To illustrate, a recent review of models/frameworks that have been 
drawn upon to measure treatment readiness and related constructs (including motivation and 
engagement) identified four frameworks and eleven measures (Mossière and Serin, 2014). Five 
approaches are briefly reviewed below- chosen due to their prominence within both 
criminological and psychological research in the prison. This is followed by an overview of 
SDT and evidence in support of its predictions. The chapter closes with an argument for 
adopting SDT as the theoretical framework informing the current study. 
 
3.2 Existing theoretical approaches to motivating offenders to change 
 
3.2.1 The responsivity principle (Andrews, Bonta and Hoge, 1990; Andrews and Bonta, 2003) 
 
Encompassed within one of the most dominant approaches to offender rehabilitation – the RNR 
model (see section 1.3) -  the responsivity principle asserts that a) cognitive-behavioural and 
social learning interpersonal influence strategies should be employed (general responsivity) 
(Ellis, 1962; Beck, 1963; Bandura, 1977; Pratt et al., 2010), and b) services should be matched 
to individual factors, including personality, motivation, ability, and demographics such as age, 
gender, and ethnicity (specific responsivity) (Andrews, 2006; Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 
2006). Whilst the general responsivity principle has received much empirical support (the 
‘What Works’ literature- see sections 1.3 and 1.5.3), the principle of specific responsivity has 
attracted less research attention (Gendreau, Smith and French, 2006; Bourgon and Bonta, 
2014).  
 
Perhaps as a result of insufficient attention to specific responsivity, RNR has been criticised 
for its lack of attention to aspects of motivation- including personal well-being, strengths, and 
human potential and achievement (Ward and Stewart, 2003a; Ward and Brown, 2004; 
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Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2006). In response, Andrews and Bonta reiterated specific 
responsivity as a principle that: “individualizes treatment according to strengths, ability, 
motivation, personality…” (2010, p. 46 emphasis added). However, emphasis has remained on 
controlling risk and managing criminogenic needs. Any focus on motivation has primarily 
focused upon low levels of motivation as a barrier to accessing services that must be alleviated 
(Serin and Kennedy, 1997; Birgden, 2004; Gendreau, Smith and French, 2006). Yet focusing 
on risk reduction in treatment is unlikely to motivate offenders to remain in programmes and 
thus limits the likelihood of long-term change (Maruna, 2001; Ward, 2002; Ward, Melser and 
Yates, 2007; Ward, Yates and Willis, 2012). Additionally, RNR’s perception of offenders as 
clusters of risk factors as opposed to integrated, complex beings who are seeking to give value 
and meaning to their lives has been criticised (Ward and Stewart, 2003a; McMurran and Ward, 
2004). Ward and Stewart (2003a) have also highlighted that the focus within the risk 
management model upon criminogenic needs sets the precedent that needs decoupled from 
recidivism are comparatively unimportant. Such an approach, Ward and Stewart (2003a) argue, 
does not take seriously enough the link between basic human needs and human nature, and 
underplays the psychological importance of enhancing human wellbeing for motivation (as 
emphasised in SDT- see section 3.4). 
 
In response to such criticism, a recent reconsideration of the responsivity principle drew more 
attention to enhancing client engagement and attending to non-criminogenic targets- such as 
self-esteem and enhanced knowledge (Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2011; Polaschek, 2012; 
Bourgon and Bonta, 2014). However, this placed more emphasis on the responsiveness of 
services than client attributes such as motivation - “Although client attributes provide context, 
responsivity is first and foremost about our efforts to accommodate those attributes…” 
(Bourgon and Bonta, 2014, p. 8). Thus the model retains a feel of treatment ‘acting on’ 
offenders, with little mention of the role of identity, agency or self-determination in promoting 
change (see also Ward, Melser and Yates, 2007). People need reasons to want to engage in 
change, not just the capacities to do so- for which there is little acknowledgement within RNR 
(Polaschek, 2012). The responsivity principle acknowledges that motivation for treatment is 
more complex than simply being motivated or unmotivated - conceptualising it as “an 
interactional and interpersonal process” that can be influenced by internal and external factors 
(Serin and Kennedy, 1997, p. 10). However, motivation is operationally defined as “the 
probability that a person will enter into, continue, and adhere to a specific strategy”, and is 
often measured by attrition rates, attendance and participation levels (Serin and Kennedy, 1997, 
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p. 10). Motivation is rated as either low, moderate or high- often by staff (Serin and Kennedy, 
1997). This conceptualisation of motivation is limited for several reasons (see sections 2.2.2 
and 3.3) - most fundamentally that it does not consider the ‘why’ of programme participation 
(addressed in the current study through SDT- see section 3.5). In their closing 
recommendations of a recent article, RNR proponents acknowledged that “an additional focus 
on motivations underlying change and participation in treatment is sensible.” (Andrews, Bonta 
and Wormith, 2011, p. 751). 
 
3.2.2 The Transtheoretical Model of behaviour change (TTM; Prochaska and Di Clemente, 
1982; Prochaska and DiClemente, 1983; Prochaska, DiClemente and Norcross, 1992) 
 
The transtheoretical model (TTM) of behaviour change suggests people pass through five 
identifiable Stages of Change (SoC) as they move to resolve a problem (McConnaughy, 
Prochaska and Velicer, 1983; McConnaughy et al., 1989). Although not explicitly presented 
as such, each progressive stage is interpreted as increased motivation to engage in the change 
process (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004; Groshkova, 2010). It is inarguably the 
most influential theoretical model of the process of behaviour change in therapy, particularly 
within addiction treatment (Howells and Day, 2003). The TTM has been applied to several 
areas of intervention, including smoking cessation, alcohol and drug treatment, pain 
management, domestic violence, and treatment adherence (Stewart and Picheca, 2001). The 
stages are precontemplation (individuals are not even considering the possibility of change or 
do not recognise they have a problem); contemplation (individuals are ambivalent about change 
and both consider and reject reasons for change); determination (individuals have serious 
intentions/plans to change their behaviour; action (individuals commit to change and engage 
in actions to bring about change); and maintenance (individuals work to sustain changes and 
prevent relapse). The delineation of stages allows for practitioners to assess individuals’ 
readiness to change and tailor interventions to their current stage of readiness (Burrowes and 
Needs, 2009). Whilst most research attention has been directed to the SoC, the model also 
identified three key change variables of processes of change, decisional balance and self-
efficacy (Prochaska and Diclemente, 1986). Processes of change consist of interventions to 
assist movement through the stages, and a context of change that addresses wider influences 
on behaviour such as interpersonal, social and environmental factors (Kennedy and Gregoire, 
2009). Decisional balance refers to the assessment of the costs and benefits of change, and self-
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efficacy involves the individuals’ confidence in their ability to succeed at a given task (Casey, 
Day and Howells, 2005).  
 
The TTM has been widely used to assess suitability for treatment, and changes in motivation 
over the course of treatment, with offender populations. This has included studies of substance 
abusing offenders (D’Sylva et al., 2012); offenders undergoing anger management 
(Williamson et al., 2003); mentally disordered offenders (McMurran et al., 1998; Polaschek 
and Ross, 2010); sex offenders (Tierney and McCabe, 2001, 2005; Pelissier, 2007); general 
offenders (Polaschek, Anstiss and Wilson, 2010; Anstiss, Polaschek and Wilson, 2011; Yong 
et al., 2015); adolescent offenders (Cohen et al., 2005), and domestic violence perpetrators 
(Daniels and Murphy, 1997; Levesque, Gelles and Velicer, 2000; Scott and Wolfe, 2003; Scott, 
2004). Whilst some of these studies have found that the TTM shows promise when applied to 
offender populations (eg. Daniels and Murphy, 1997; Levesque, Gelles and Velicer, 2000; 
Scott and Wolfe, 2003; Williamson et al., 2003; Cohen et al., 2005; Tierney and McCabe, 
2005; Pelissier, 2007; Polaschek, Anstiss and Wilson, 2010; Anstiss, Polaschek and Wilson, 
2011), the evidence is generally weaker when the TTM is applied to behaviour change other 
than recovery from substance addiction (Serin and Lloyd, 2009). A review acknowledged the 
value of the processes of change variable for providing a context in which to facilitate more 
effective treatment outcomes and encouraging practitioners to work with offenders to enhance 
motivation to change, rather than labelling them resistant or untreatable (Casey, Day and 
Howells, 2005) (see also Williams and Strean, 2002). However, they concluded that the SoC 
construct alone is unlikely to adequately explain offenders’ motivation and behaviour change. 
 
Thus, the practical utility of the TTM with offender populations has been questioned, and 
multiple shortcomings identified. Firstly, motivation to change in the action and maintenance 
stages is difficult to assess with offenders, given the external boundaries imposed by 
imprisonment (eg. limited freedom of movement, limited access to resources and activities, 
little opportunity to make decisions), which limit how they can apply change processes 
(McMurran et al., 1998; Tierney and McCabe, 2001; Yong et al., 2015). Secondly, the TTM 
has been criticised on the grounds that the relationship between stages is not clear or consistent 
and the model is too inflexible (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004). Thirdly, that 
change does not realistically occur in stages, as predicted by SoC (McMurran, 2009; D’Sylva 
et al., 2012). Specifically, concerns have been raised about the validity of stage assessments, 
reliance on a set of categories that do not reflect qualitatively different states, and 
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oversimplifying the complexities of behavioural change by imposing artificial categories 
(Bandura, 1997; Carey et al., 1999; Littell and Girvin, 2002; Groshkova, 2010; D’Sylva et al., 
2012; Martin, 2012; Yong et al., 2015). Fourth, for overemphasising offender decision-making 
and under-emphasising the role of contextual factors such as other individuals, the 
environment, the CJS and individual contextual factors such as personal background and 
experiences (Burrowes and Needs, 2009). Fifth, it has been suggested that, due to its conceptual 
development within addiction recovery (involving frequent, intrapersonal behaviours), the 
TTM may be of limited use with offenders (whose offending behaviour may be infrequent and 
sporadic), therefore building prosocial habits may be a more fruitful avenue of intervention 
(Serin and Lloyd, 2009). This suggestion was supported by findings from a study with 
psychopathic violent prisoners that early-programme SoC did not predict how much change 
prisoners made, and those whose therapeutic alliance increased the most over the course of 
treatment made the most change (Polaschek and Ross, 2010). Sixth, (and parallel to some 
criticisms of RNR), focus within the TTM on motivation as a client attribute (albeit one that 
can be influenced) pays little attention to the feelings and values underlying motivation that 
mean change processes mean different things to different people (Littell and Girvin, 2002; 
Serin and Lloyd, 2009; Ward, Yates and Willis, 2012). Again, neglecting the ‘why’ of 
motivation.  
 
Finally (and most relevantly for the current study), the precontemplation and contemplation 
stages have been operationalised primarily according to problem recognition– positing that the 
extent to which an individual perceives they have a problem determines the likelihood of 
entering treatment. This neglects other factors that are likely to influence decisions to enter 
treatment such as perceived external pressure, outcome expectancies or the perceived 
suitability of treatment (Drieschner, Lammers and van der Staak, 2004). Not accounting for the 
secondary gains of engaging in treatment is a significant limitation given that for many 
offenders, decisions to enter and remain in treatment are influenced by various factors besides 
the treatment itself (see section 2.3) (Day and Howells, 2002; Howells and Day, 2003). For 
behaviour in which there is an element of coercion involved, the distinction between extrinsic 
and intrinsic motivation is helpful. It has been suggested that combining SDT with TTM to 
articulate the source of motivation (ie. internal/external) could enhance understanding of the 
relative importance of coercion and internal motivation for treatment (see also section 2.4) 
(Kennedy and Gregoire, 2009) (see also Baker, 2010; Yong et al., 2015).  
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Despite its conceptual issues, reviews of models and measures of offender change acknowledge 
that the TTM has influenced the growth of further re-conceptualisations of motivation in a 
criminal justice context (Day and Howells, 2002; Groshkova, 2010; Mossière and Serin, 2014). 
For example, motivation for treatment and behaviour change has more recently been studied 
as a component of ‘readiness to change’, which examines treatment engagement in light of a 
range of external factors, as well as internal states (Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010). 
Two prominent examples of such approaches - the Multifactor Offender Readiness Model and 
the Readiness for Change Framework - are now turned to. 
 
3.2.3 The Multifactor Offender Readiness Model (MORM; Ward et al., 2004) 
 
In proposing the MORM, Ward et al. (2004) addressed the aforementioned lack of consensus 
as to what is meant by offenders’ motivation (see section 2.2) and the factors that influence it 
(see section 2.5) by distinguishing between three distinct yet related constructs - treatment 
motivation, responsivity and readiness. Ward et al. (2004) defined that motivation involves 
assessing whether someone really wants to enter treatment and is thus willing to change his or 
her behaviour in some respect (often assessed via expressions of regret for their offence, a 
desire to change, and enthusiasm towards treatment). Ascertaining treatment motivation thus 
requires assessment of an individuals’ volitional state- whether they genuinely want and intend 
to enter treatment. Responsivity refers to the extent to which offenders are able to absorb the 
programme content and thus change their behaviour. Whilst this broad principle includes an 
invitation to consider an offenders’ motivation to engage in therapy, it is primarily concerned 
with therapist and therapy features, and how treatment can be delivered in a way that optimises 
learning (Ward et al., 2004). Readiness is defined as the presence of characteristics within 
either the client or therapeutic situation which are likely to promote engagement in therapy 
and thus enhance therapeutic change (Ward et al., 2004). To be ready for treatment means the 
individual wants to undertake treatment, perceives he or she is able to respond to treatment, 
finds it relevant and meaningful, and has the capacities to enter treatment. Ward et al (2004) 
argue that the construct of readiness is more inclusive, and incorporates both motivation and 
responsivity (see also McMurran and Ward, 2010). They suggest that the constructs of 
responsivity and motivation do not provide a sufficient basis from which to develop a 
therapeutic alliance, because to engage with an offender it is necessary to keep in mind features 
of the therapeutic setting, individual cognitive factors, external supports, and the institutional 
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culture (Howells and Day, 2003). However, SDT posits that individual, contextual and 
interpersonal factors all influence motivation (see section 3.4).  
The major assumption underlying the MORM is that treatment readiness is a function of both 
internal (person) factors (cognitive; affective; volitional; behavioural; identity), and external 
(context) factors (circumstances, location, opportunities, resources, interpersonal supports; 
programme characteristics). These factors are all hypothesised to bear a direct relationship with 
subsequent treatment engagement and performance. The inclusion of volitional factors (goals, 
wants or desires) emphasises that motivation to enter therapy involves the development of 
intentions to seek various goals (including the desire to behave pro-socially), and the perception 
that one is capable of exercising choice and can directly control important personal outcomes- 
reminiscent of perceived locus of causality (PLOC- see figure 1) in SDT.  
However, MORM factors require further empirical validation (Mossière and Serin, 2014). A 
recent systematic review of reasons why male prisoners fail to attend or complete treatment 
programmes found that, supporting the MORM, treatment readiness is influenced by an 
interaction of internal and external factors (Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016)– including 
negative perceptions of treatment, staff and peers; lack of perceived choice and control; lack 
of perceived adequate opportunities, and perceived inadequate support from staff members. 
Casey et al. (2007) tested the psychometric properties of the CVTRQ- a self-report measure of 
(internal) treatment readiness characteristics derived from the MORM. The CVTRQ was found 
to have good psychometric properties and its components corresponded closely to the MORM 
factors- providing empirical support for the model. Critically for the current study, however, 
items included in the full scale to assess volitional or identity factors did not appear in the final 
CVTQR. Casey et al (2007) suggested this may be because volition cannot be adequately 
measured by a simple self-report questionnaire, because it is the mechanism whereby the 
impetus for change is maintained- not simply a requirement of initial readiness. SDT considers 
the influence of the degree to which behaviour is volitional upon the long-term maintenance of 
motivation and behaviour change (see section 3.4). Support for the CVTQR has subsequently 
been reported in other studies (eg. Day et al., 2009; Bosma et al., 2015; Alemohammad et al., 
2017; Biel, 2017). However, the CVTQR does not address the external influence of the therapy 
context and the wider prison environment.  
 
3.2.4 The Readiness for Change Framework (RCF; Burrowes and Needs, 2009) 
 
72 
 
Developed from concerns around the utility of SoC with offender populations and building 
upon ideas developed within the MORM, the RCF was designed as a generic framework for 
understanding readiness to change for multiple behaviours - for use with different offenders in 
different contexts (Burrowes and Needs, 2009). It consists of two models - the Context of 
Change model (CCM), which outlines the contextual factors that can influence readiness to 
change, and the Barriers to Change model (BCM), which outlines ten potential obstacles to 
change. Motivation to change is conceptualised using the metaphor of a river, to embrace its 
complexity and highlight that it is rich, dynamic, not entirely predictable- and can be influenced 
and channelled, but not completely controlled (Burrowes and Needs, 2009). The main 
components of the CCM are the individual, the catalyst for change, and the environment of 
change. The individuals’ internal context includes factors such as expectations, self-concept, 
social norms, attachment style, schemata, coping styles, rigidity and goals and demographic 
factors, which can impinge on readiness to change. The catalyst for change provides the 
momentum for change, and can come in many forms (eg. an event, a relationship, a 
rehabilitation programme). Several catalysts are likely involved in any one change. Catalysts 
come with their own context, for example in rehabilitation programmes aspects such as 
delivery style, programme length, programme aims and therapist style can affect the likelihood 
of the programme being a catalyst for change. The environment for change is the external 
context in which individuals are attempting to change, including the prison building, the 
regime, staff and other inmates, its culture, and more distal factors such as family and friends 
outside prison. Finally, the components within the CCM can be influenced by wider contextual 
factors (eg. society, politics, economics, the wider environment). Any of the CCM components 
can directly influence readiness to change, and interactions between the components can also 
occur (Burrowes and Needs, 2009).  
 
Barriers identified in the BCM are: the perceived importance of change in comparison to 
conflicting goals; perceived need for change; perceived level of responsibility to change; 
perceived cost-benefit analysis of change; perceived sense of urgency to change now; 
perceived personal ability to change; perceived personal ability to maintain change; perceived 
costs associated with the means to change; perceived suitability and efficacy of the means to 
change, and the realities of change (Burrowes and Needs, 2009). These barriers are dynamic, 
constantly subject to potential movement, and will change in degree and stability. Thus, 
providing a means to change in the form of a rehabilitation programme is not sufficient- a 
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comprehensive approach must be taken that addresses internal cognitive factors and external 
barriers to change on an ongoing basis (Burrowes and Needs, 2009).  
 
The RCF is yet to be empirically tested, however, its intuitive appeal and potential utility has 
been recognised (eg. Martin, 2012; Mossière and Serin, 2014; Biel, 2017; van der Stouwe et 
al., 2018). Collins and Nee (2010) found support for the framework in their study of therapists’ 
perceptions of sex offenders’ motivation to change, in that their findings aligned more closely 
with the theoretical predictions of the RCF than stage-based theories of change, because the 
change process was described as highly dynamic, variable and unpredictable, and likely to be 
an ongoing process. Collins and Nee’s (2010) findings also suggested that the individual’s 
experience of treatment was most influential to motivation, and did not necessarily follow pre-
determined treatment stages. These authors suggest the generic nature of the RCF and its 
potential for assessing multiple behaviours simultaneously may be of particular utility when 
working with offenders. Another study, which examined the utility of the SoC model with 
offenders with learning disabilities, also discussed some potential comparative strengths of the 
RCF (Panting et al., 2018). Namely, that it was developed with offenders in mind, it explicitly 
references the contextual and environmental factors of change, and includes barriers to change 
which could be focused on within interventions. However, neither study directly explored the 
utility of the RCF. Given the comprehensiveness of the RCF, its development within the 
context of offender change and its popularity within the literature, it is disappointing that it has 
not attracted more empirical attention since initially proposed.  
 
3.2.5 The Good Lives Model (GLM; Ward, 2002; Ward and Maruna, 2007) 
 
The GLM - a social cognitive model of offender motivation described below- was proposed by 
McMurran and Ward (2004) as an organising framework for motivating offenders to engage in 
therapy, built around their belief that the preoccupation with risk prescribed by RNR has 
resulted in a failure to construe motivation within an overarching theory of offender 
rehabilitation (McMurran and Ward, 2004). The GLM has thus been proposed to complement 
(and/or enhance) RNR by addressing its shortcomings of focusing on risk reduction rather than 
positive ways of living, lack of attention to personal identity and human needs, and reducing 
offenders to bundles of risk factors instead of integrated, complex beings (Ward and Stewart, 
2003a; Ward, Yates and Willis, 2012).  
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As introduced in section 1.4.2, the GLM is a strengths-based approach to rehabilitation (Ward, 
2002). ‘Good lives’ refers to ways of living that are beneficial and fulfilling for individuals. 
The GLM assumes all individuals have an implicit or explicit good lives plan (GLP) that 
structures their lives and guides their everyday actions and specifies their core values or goods 
(Ward, 2002). A fragmented plan will result in a chaotic life, whilst a coherent plan will result 
in high levels of well-being (Ward, 2002). Following SDT’s concept of needs (Deci and Ryan, 
2000), primary human goods are actions, states of affairs, characteristics, experiences and 
states of mind that are considered intrinsically beneficial to human beings, and sought for their 
own sake as opposed to a means to some separable end (Wainwright and Nee, 2014). Good 
lives interventions aim to equip offenders with the capabilities to secure primary human goods 
in socially acceptable and personally meaningful ways (Ward, 2002). The nine primary human 
goods are: (1) life (including healthy living and optimal physical functioning, sexual 
satisfaction), (2) knowledge, (3) excellence in play and work (including mastery experiences), 
(4) excellence in agency (i.e. autonomy and self-directedness), (5) inner peace (6) relatedness 
and community, (7) spirituality, (8) happiness and (9) creativity. Ward’s (2002) conception of 
good lives and the ways in which rehabilitation programmes allude to primary goods is 
grounded in examples of sex offender treatment (see Ward, Mann and Gannon, 2007) and 
Maruna’s (2001) desistance research. Ward (2002) highlights that the core features of Maruna’s 
desisters’ redemption scripts mirrored the primary goods generated by SDT’s basic human 
needs - goods of relatedness, autonomy and competence (Deci and Ryan, 2000) (see also Ward 
and Brown, 2004) (see section 3.4.4). Thus, GLM proponents recommend that therapists 
encourage offender change by fostering the primary goods of excellence in agency (autonomy), 
excellence in play and work (competence) and relatedness (McMurran and Ward, 2004).  
 
Whilst primary goods emerge out of basic needs, secondary goods provide tangible ways of 
securing primary goods, and challenges in the attainment of primary human goods often arise 
from problems with the type of secondary goods utilised (Ward, 2002). According to this view, 
criminogenic needs are the internal or external obstacles that prevent basic needs from being 
met (Ward and Stewart, 2003a), thus individuals commit offences because they lack the 
capabilities to attain valued outcomes in their environment in personally fulfilling and socially 
acceptable ways. Offenders may perceive crime as the only way they can achieve personal 
goods, thus efforts to rehabilitate must instil knowledge, skills and resources to live different 
lives. Offenders must make their own choices, and the practitioners’ task is on building the 
capabilities and skills required to meet each offender’s basic needs. The motivational construct 
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utilised in McMurran and Ward’s (2004) framework is goals, which are the psychological 
representation of human goods. In the GLM, primary goods are achieved via secondary goods, 
which can be broken down into specific goals. Goals are not static, and the effort put into 
achieving them is variable. From goal selection, through pursuit and attainment of therapeutic 
goals, to maintenance of change, are a number of factors that may influence motivation- both 
extrinsic and intrinsic (McMurran and Ward, 2004). Based on the SDT position that intrinsic 
motivation is linked to positive outcomes including long-term change (Deci and Ryan, 2000), 
McMurran and Ward (2004) suggest that the challenge of therapy is to encourage the 
internalisation of extrinsic motivation. 
 
RNR theorists have criticised the GLM and its focus on human needs due to a lack of empirical 
evidence of the link between basic human needs and criminal behaviour, and heavy reliance 
on SDT - the evidence base for which is derived from research with non-offending populations 
(see Bonta and Andrews, 2003; Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2011). It is argued that purely 
focusing on enhancing well-being is unrealistic with offenders, due to the need to control risk. 
They further argue that Ward and colleagues’ suggestion that criminogenic needs (dynamic 
risk factors) arise due to thwarting of BPNs, and thus by fulfilling these needs interventions 
will simultaneously reduce risk, “may not be pure theoreticism but it comes close to it”- due 
to the lack of empirical validation of good lives interventions (Bonta and Andrews, 2003, p. 
215) (see also Looman and Abracen, 2013). In response GLM proponents have reiterated that 
those who offend have the same needs and nature as those who do not, and actively seek out 
primary human goods- which sometimes leads to antisocial behaviour. Thus, therapeutic 
actions that promote valued goals will help reduce risk factors - in addition to addressing re-
offence risk (Ward, Mann and Gannon, 2007; Willis, Prescott and Yates, 2013, emphasis 
added) (see also Ward and Gannon, 2006).  
 
The theoretical concepts of the GLM have been operationalised in several studies -  including 
a case study of a high-risk violent offender residing in the community (Whitehead, Ward and 
Collie, 2007); studies of detained female adolescents (Van Damme et al., 2017), mentally 
disordered offenders (Barnao, Robertson and Ward, 2010; Gannon et al., 2011; Lord, 2016), 
and young offenders (Fortune, 2018); and applied to prison-based TCs (Ward, Fortune and 
Polaschek, 2014), probation (Purvis, Ward and Willis, 2011; Harkins et al., 2012) and 
desistance (McNeill and Weaver, 2010). Broadly, these studies have found that the conception 
of good lives can complement and enhance risk management approaches, and generalises from 
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sex offending and sex offender treatment programmes to other types of offence and 
intervention (see also Willis, Prescott and Yates, 2013). Researchers agree that integrating a 
GLM perspective helps to ground the goal of risk management within a framework that is more 
meaningful and inherently motivating for offenders, through a collaborative focus on goals 
valued by the offender. However, operationalising the GLM in practice has been problematic 
(Ward and Maruna, 2007; Looman and Abracen, 2013; Willis, Prescott and Yates, 2013; Netto, 
Carter and Bonell, 2014; Willis, Ward and Levenson, 2014). It has been acknowledged that 
primary goods are likely not directly addressed in mainstream offender rehabilitation 
programmes (Day and Casey, 2010). One of the practical difficulties identified has been the 
extensive time and resources required to complete an individual GLP, which may not be 
feasible and/or applicable to the group-based nature of many rehabilitation programmes 
(Lindsay et al., 2007). McNeill and Weaver (2010) have questioned whether all offenders 
require such intensive and holistic reconstruction of the self through ongoing revision of a GLP. 
The GLM is often criticised for its lack of empirical support, however, it is not a treatment 
theory but a comprehensive framework for offender practice which intends to set out the aims 
and values that should underpin interventions (Willis and Ward, 2010). Preliminary findings 
point towards the motivational benefits of programmes that reflect GLM assumptions (Gannon 
et al., 2011; Harkins et al., 2012; Barnett, Manderville-Norden and Rakestrow, 2014; Netto, 
Carter and Bonell, 2014; Wainwright and Nee, 2014; Willis, Ward and Levenson, 2014).  
3.3 Implications of existing approaches 
 
This section has reviewed and critically examined five contemporary approaches to offender 
motivation, which each highlight important theoretical and practical considerations. However, 
four significant gaps in understanding reamin. Firstly, the theories and models above primarily 
conceptualise motivation as one small part of broader constructs (notably, responsivity and 
readiness), and are concerned with broad processes of offender rehabilitation/behaviour 
change. Thus, understanding why prisoners join (and remain in) particular rehabilitation 
programmes remains limited. Secondly, there is an explicit focus on treatment programmes. 
As highlighted in section 1.3, various other types of programmes are available in prison. 
Thirdly, many of the above models and approaches were developed with specific types of 
treatment in mind (eg. RNR CBT programmes, TTM addiction recovery; GLM sex offender 
treatment) and concerns have been raised that they are not sufficiently grounded in general 
psychological theories of motivation (McMurran and Ward, 2004; Groshkova, 2010; Mossière 
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and Serin, 2014). Other models have offered a more holistic explanation of motivation, but 
insufficiently concrete ways of working with it, and thus had limited impact on practice (eg. 
GLM10, RCF). SDT provides both a comprehensive theory of human motivation, and clear 
recommendations of the conditions required to enhance it (Pelletier, Tuson and Haddad, 1997; 
Ward and Stewart, 2003a; Groshkova, 2010). Finally, the aforementioned focus on treatment 
programmes has led to emphasis upon methods for engaging high-risk, resistant offenders in 
treatment. Whilst this is undoubtedly a high priority, the needs of low- and medium-risk, well-
motivated offenders, and the potential for various others types of programmes to maintain and 
reinforce their inclination to change, are also important. Discussion of the programmatic needs 
of such prisoners, and the potential application of theoretical principles derived from the 
treatment literature to non-treatment programmes, is limited within existing approaches to 
motivation.  
This section has described and critiqued existing approaches to offender motivation, referring 
to SDT in places. The chapter now turns to an overview of SDT and its evidence base, followed 
by the rationale for its application in the current study.  
3.4 Self-determination theory 
 
3.4.1 Overview 
 
Self-determination theory (SDT) (Deci and Ryan, 1985, 2008b; Ryan and Deci, 2000a, 2017) 
is a broad, empirically based psychological theory of human motivation, behaviour and 
wellness. SDT has evolved inductively over the past three decades in the form of several ‘mini-
theories’, each of which relates to a specific phenomena, and which cohere and integrate with 
one another to constitute the overall SDT framework11 (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Of pertinence 
to the current study, Cognitive Evaluation Theory describes the processes through which social 
environments facilitate and/or undermine intrinsic motivation and, in turn, high-quality 
performance and well-being; and Organismic Integration Theory concerns the development of 
extrinsic motivation through the process of integration, describing the means through which 
                                                          
10 Willis et al. (2014) note that several resources are now available- including a clinician guide, a client 
workbook, and more general guidelines for integrating the GLM with the RNR approach (see Willis et al., 
2013). 
11 It is beyond the scope of this thesis to provide a full account of SDT and only the most relevant aspects of the 
theory are outlined herein. For an overview of all the mini theories the reader is directed to Vansteenkiste, 
Niemiec and Soenens (2010). 
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extrinsically motivated behaviours become autonomous (Ryan and Deci, 2017). These mini-
theories are now turned to in more detail.  
 
3.4.2 Intrinsic motivation: Cognitive Evaluation Theory (CET) 
 
At the root of SDT is the idea that humans have an innate propensity towards psychological 
growth - that is, a natural motivational tendency to learn and explore without needing external 
incentives to persuade them (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). The most autonomous and optimal form 
of motivated behaviour is intrinsic motivation, when people freely engage in an activity 
because of its inherent satisfactions, such as for fun or challenge (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). Being 
engaged in behaviours that are intrinsically motivated is likely to enhance an individuals’ sense 
of excitement, interest and confidence, which in turn fosters enhanced performance, persistence 
and creativity, plus heightened vitality, self-esteem and general well-being (Ryan and Deci, 
2000b). However, SDT also emphasises that this innate tendency cannot be taken for granted 
- there are clear and specifiable social-contextual factors that can either support or impede its 
expression (Ryan, 1995; Deci and Ryan, 2002). Various social and environmental factors have 
the potential to facilitate vitality, motivation, social integration and well-being on the one hand, 
or undermine this process and instead lead to passivity, fragmentation, antisocial behaviours 
and unhappiness (Ryan and Deci, 2017). These factors and their relationship with intrinsic 
motivation are described within CET (Deci, 1975). 
 
CET was initially formulated to account for the effects of rewards on intrinsic motivation found 
from research into the interplay between external events (eg. rewards, feedback, choice), and 
people’s enjoyment or interest in a task (Deci and Ryan, 1980; Vansteenkiste, Niemiec and 
Soenens, 2010). The theory suggests that contextual events, such as the offer of rewards, 
provision of positive feedback or imposition of a deadline, affect intrinsic motivation according 
to the degree to which they support or thwart satisfaction of competence and autonomy. Thus, 
tangible external rewards that are expected and contingent upon engaging in the task activity 
(eg. monetary rewards) - which pressure people to think, feel or behave in particular ways - 
undermine intrinsic motivation under almost every circumstance (Ryan and Deci, 2000b, 
emphasis added). This is thought to be because when extrinsic rewards are introduced for doing 
an intrinsically interesting activity, people begin to feel controlled by the reward, the PLOC for 
the behaviour shifts from internal to external, and people are less likely to persist at the activity 
of their own accord once the external contingency is removed (Deci and Ryan, 2000, 2008a). 
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Experimental studies of intrinsic motivation when the controlling aspect of an event is salient 
have found that various tangible rewards - along with other external events such as threats, 
deadlines and competition - reliably diminish intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner and Ryan, 
1999).  
However, the social context and interpersonal climate in which external events occur can affect 
the meanings people attribute to them, and the subsequent effect they have on need fulfilment 
and motivation (Koestner et al., 1984; Vredenburgh, McLeod and Nebeker, 1999; Cameron, 
Banko and Pierce, 2001; Deci and Ryan, 2008a). External events will only undermine intrinsic 
motivation if they thwart needs for competence and autonomy, whereas those that conduce 
towards feelings of competence during an action (eg. positive feedback) can enhance intrinsic 
motivation for that action (Ryan and Deci, 2000a)- provided people feel a sense of autonomy 
with respect to the activity, and the PLOC is internal (Ryan, 1982). Studies have found external 
events are less likely to undermine intrinsic motivation if they are not experienced as 
controlling. That is, when rewards are non-contingent or do not directly depend on doing an 
activity, when they are unexpected (Deci, Koestner and Ryan, 1999; Cameron, Banko and 
Pierce, 2001), and when they are introduced in an informational way- accompanied by choice, 
competence-relevant feedback, or a meaningful rationale (Ryan, 1982; Ryan, Mims and 
Koestner, 1983; Vansteenkiste, Niemiec and Soenens, 2010). Studies have found that 
providing choice and expressing empathy can maintain intrinsic motivation (Zuckerman et al., 
1978; Koestner et al., 1984). However, there have been fewer studies into how events can 
enhance intrinsic motivation through movement towards a more internal PLOC. 
CET explains individuals’ mobilisation towards activities that already hold intrinsic interest. 
To understand motivation for activities that are not initially considered interesting, it is 
necessary to consider the nature and dynamic of extrinsic motivation, which is explained by 
OIT (Ryan, Connell & Deci, 1985, cited in Ryan and Deci, 2017), and now turned to. 
 
3.4.3 Extrinsic motivation and the internalisation continuum: Organismic Integration 
Theory (OIT) 
 
Although intrinsic motivation has an important function for health and well-being, SDT 
recognises that not all beneficial behaviours are intrinsically motivated (Deci and Ryan, 1985; 
Ryan and Deci, 2000a). In fact, the social pressures and responsibilities of adult life mean 
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extrinsic motivation comes to play a more prevalent role in the adoption of actions (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000b). OIT takes the perspective that people possess a natural tendency to transform 
social norms, mores and rules into personal values and self-regulations, in order to develop a 
more elaborated and unified sense of self and integrate into larger cultures - but conditions 
within the social context can promote or inhibit this process (Ryan, 1993; Deci and Ryan, 
2008b; Vansteenkiste, Niemiec and Soenens, 2010). OIT views this process of internalisation 
on a continuum (see figure 1), whereon the more fully a regulation (or the value underling it) 
is internalised, the more it becomes part of the integrated self. Internalisation is the process of 
taking in and recognising the personal importance of a value or regulation, and integration is 
the process through which individuals more fully transform the regulation into their own, such 
that it emanates from their sense of self (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). Regulations that are taken in 
but not accepted as one’s own are less likely to be repeated than those which are integrated into 
one’s core sense of self (Deci et al., 1994). The extent to which the internalisation process is 
accomplished or interrupted is influenced by social contexts.  
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Figure 1: The self-determination continuum 
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Figure 1: Self-determination theory, from Deci and Ryan (2000). Self-determination theory hypothesises three main motivation types: amotivation (lack of 
motivation), extrinsic motivation and intrinsic motivation, and six regulatory styles. Intrinsic motivation (intrinsic regulation) is entirely internal, emerging from pure 
personal interest, enjoyment and satisfaction of the task. At the other extreme, amotivation (non-regulation) results in 
inaction or action without real intent. Between these is extrinsic motivation, with four regulatory styles that vary from external regulation (actions motivated purely 
by external rewards and punishments) through to integrated regulation (in which external values and goals have become fully integrated into one’s sense of self). 
The perceived locus of causality (PLOC) refers to the self-perceived reasons for the behaviour- and internal PLOC is when an individual perceives him/herself the 
‘origin’ of his/her behaviour, whilst an external PLOC means the individual perceives him/herself as a ‘pawn’ to forces outside of the self (Ryan and Connell, 1989). 
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Differing degrees to which extrinsically motivated behaviours become internalised result in 
several forms of extrinsic motivation, varying in the degree to which they are controlled versus 
autonomous. This is a key contribution of SDT- going beyond the intrinsic/extrinsic distinction, 
to explain how extrinsic motivation can be further broken down into various types. These 
distinct forms of extrinsic motivation have different antecedents and consequences, some of 
which are adaptive, and others which represent impoverished forms of motivation. 
The four classifications of extrinsic motivation are differentiated by the respective attitudes 
and goals that underlie them and move people to act- they are qualitatively distinct, yet bear 
definite relations to one another (Ryan and Connell, 1989). There are two controlled forms of 
extrinsically motivated behaviour. The first is external regulation (external PLOC), whereby 
behaviour is performed to gain rewards or avoid punishment, thus the individual feels 
controlled or alienated when enacting it. Next is introjected regulation, whereby behaviour is 
driven by the need for approval from both self and others, to maintain self-esteem or avoid 
guilt and/or anxiety. Behaviour regulated through introjection is partially internalised by the 
self (thus the PLOC is only somewhat external) but not accepted as a personal goal, therefore 
inner conflict arises from experiencing self-imposed pressure to engage in the behaviour, yet 
not truly valuing or wanting to do it (Ryan and Connell, 1989). Controlled behaviours are 
unlikely to be maintained in the absence of external or internal pressure (Ryan and Deci, 2017). 
Towards the self-determination end of the continuum are two progressively more autonomous 
forms of motivation. Identified regulation involves recognition and acceptance of the 
usefulness of the behaviour for achieving personally valued outcomes. Behaviour regulation 
through identification is still extrinsically motivated, but the resulting behaviour is more 
autonomous, because it is felt to be congruent with one’s own goals and commitments. 
Experiencing increased ownership over the behaviour ameliorates the inner conflict around 
behaving in accordance with the regulation, and the PLOC becomes somewhat internal. Finally, 
movements towards autonomy and self-regulation are complete when the behaviour is 
performed out of integrated regulation. Various identifications are organised and brought into 
congruence with one’s other values and beliefs, and become integrated as part of one’s personal 
identity and aspirations (internal PLOC). Thus, well-internalised extrinsically motivated 
behaviours can be experienced as autonomous and self-regulated, but are not intrinsically 
motivated, because they are still engaged in for instrumental reasons rather than interest and 
enjoyment (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). Individuals are not necessarily expected to move through 
the regulatory styles in linear fashion, or to experience the same degrees of internalisation for 
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every behaviour they undertake. On the basis of previous experience and immediate situational 
factors, an individual can internalise a new form of behavioural regulation at any point on the 
continuum (Ryan, 1995). People can also have multiple simultaneous motives that vary in 
autonomy (eg. Ratelle et al., 2007; Guay, Ratelle and Chanal, 2008)- resulting in an individual 
feeling more or less autonomous overall (Ryan et al., 2011).  
 
3.4.4 Facilitating the internalisation process: Basic Psychological Needs (BPNs) 
 
Given that internalisation leads to a myriad of positive outcomes, the critical applied issue 
raised by SDT has been how to facilitate autonomous regulation of extrinsically motivated 
behaviours. Research has consistently supported the proposition that internalisation depends 
on the extent to which conditions in the environment satisfy three BPNs- defined as “the 
nutriments or conditions that are essential for an entity’s growth and integrity”12 (Ryan, 1995, 
p. 410)- of competence, relatedness and autonomy. Autonomy refers to being the perceived 
origin or source of one’s own behaviour (deCharms, 1968; Deci and Ryan, 1985; Ryan and 
Connell, 1989). It is the need to self-regulate one’s experiences and actions and have personal 
choice and control over behaviours, such that they are experienced as non-conflicted 
expressions of the self. Autonomous behaviours arise from interest and integrated values, such 
that even when actions are influenced by outside sources, individuals concur with those 
influences and feel both initiative and value with regards to them (Deci and Ryan, 2002).  
 
Competence refers to the basic need to feel effective and masterful within important life 
contexts, and to experience opportunities to exercise and express one’s capacities (White, 1959; 
Deci, 1975). The need for competence leads people to seek challenges optimal for their 
capacities, and to persistently attempt to maintain and enhance those skills and capacities via 
activities (Deci and Ryan, 2002). It is a felt sense of confidence, not an attained skill or 
capability. Competence is easily thwarted in contexts characterised by overwhelming 
challenges and negative feedback, and undermined by interpersonal factors such as self-
criticism and social comparisons (Ryan and Deci, 2017).  
 
                                                          
12 SDT’s conception of needs is thus similar to some less empirically derived theories (e.g. Maslow’s (1943) 
Hierarchy of Needs), to the extent that psychological needs are considered to be innate rather than learned.  
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Relatedness concerns feeling socially connected to and significant amongst others, caring for 
and being cared for by others, and having a sense of belongingness with other individuals and 
one’s community (Ryan, 1995). It is the psychological sense of being with others in secure 
communion or unity. Experiencing oneself as giving or contributing to others is an important 
part of relatedness, as is a sense of being integral to social organisations beyond oneself (Deci 
& Ryan 2014a, cited in Ryan and Deci, 2017). Extrinsically motivated behaviours are typically 
prompted by significant others, and a sense of relatedness is thought to be central for promoting 
internalisation (Ryan, 1995). This is because interpersonal bonds facilitate active exploration 
and interest in one’s environment (Bowlby, 1988), and people tend to internalise the values 
and goals of those they are, or wish to be, connected with. However, relatedness alone is not 
sufficient for full internalisation - people must also feel competent with respect to the behaviour 
to engage in and accept responsibility for it (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Finally, support for 
autonomy is the critical factor for determining whether internalisation promoted by relatedness- 
and competence-support will be only partial (introjection) or fuller (integration). That is, 
support for relatedness and competence can promote internalisation, but support for autonomy 
is required to fully transform a value and regulation into one’s own.  
 
Capacity for self-regulation is diminished in social contexts which thwart BPNs, leading to 
more controlled and defensive functioning characterised by fragmentation and alienation, as 
opposed to integration and congruence (Ryan, 1995). Specifically, in environments that are 
overly controlling, chaotic, punishing, neglecting, rejecting or critical, people are more likely 
to become self-focused, defensive, amotivated, aggressive and antisocial (Ryan and Deci, 
2017)- processes that can function as compensatory motives under non-need-supportive 
circumstances (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Such an eventuality seems likely in the prison context, 
where the potential for psychological growth and well-being is partial at best, and perhaps even 
reversed (see section 2.3.1). Findings regarding how social contexts can support BPN 
satisfaction are provided in the next section, which reviews the SDT evidence base.  
 
3.4.5 The existing evidence base for SDT 
 
Insofar that it is empirically based, since its inception in the 1970s, developments and 
refinements to SDT have been based on evidence pertaining to the utility of its concepts in real-
world settings. SDT’s emphasis on the relation between individual and environmental factors 
and the satisfaction of BPNs has endured as the prevailing tenet of the theory, and empirical 
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studies have endeavoured to understand the dynamics of this link (Deci and Ryan, 2002; Ryan 
and Deci, 2017). In early SDT research, social-contextual variables were experimentally 
manipulated in order to stimulate different types of motivation in different social environments, 
followed by observation and measurement of behavioural outcomes (for a review see Ryan and 
Deci, 2000b). Factors relevant to basic need satisfaction have since been identified and 
operationalised in order to create a more or less need-supportive experimental environment, 
and assess impact on motivation (eg. Deci et al., 1994; Sheldon and Filak, 2008). More 
recently, experimental and field studies in specific domains have also been used, to explore 
naturally occurring variations in contextual supports for BPNs and their effects on intrinsic 
motivation (Ryan and Deci, 2017). Findings have attested to the applicability of SDT in many 
domains, including work, relationships, parenting, education, virtual environments, sport, 
sustainability, health care, and psychotherapy (Deci and Ryan, 2008b). Over four decades, SDT 
has been supported and extended by over one thousand experimental and observational studies- 
using an empirical approach whereby empirical tests and findings are progressively 
incorporated into the theory (Deci and Ryan, 2002; Lyness et al., 2013; Legault, 2017)13. 
 
Research that has applied SDT to various behaviour interventions have identified specific 
conditions which can facilitate the development of intrinsic motivation, providing empirical 
support for BPNs of competence, relatedness and autonomy (Deci and Ryan, 2008b). BPNs 
have been found to provide the basis for categorising aspects of the environment as supportive 
versus antagonistic to motivation within specific contexts and situations (Deci and Ryan, 
2002). Social environments can thus be characterised in terms of the extent to which they are: 
autonomy-supportive (versus demanding and controlling); competence-supporting (versus 
overly challenging, inconsistent or discouraging); and relationally supportive (versus 
impersonal or rejecting) (Ryan, 1995; Ryan and Deci, 2017). Competence-support is afforded 
when practitioners provide feedback on goal progress; instrumental and practical skills-
training, guidance and support; and optimal challenges (Silva, Marques and Teixeira, 2014). 
This kind of structure means the individual is equipped with the skills and tools for change, 
and supported in the face of barriers to competence and personal control (Ryan et al., 2011). 
This sense of competence is further enhanced when accompanied by a sense of autonomy, 
because once people are volitionally engaged they are most likely to seek out, learn and apply 
new strategies and competencies. Autonomy-support includes providing a meaningful rationale 
                                                          
13 See also https://selfdeterminationtheory.org/ 
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for engaging in the activity (to encourage the alignment of this behaviour with people’s own 
values), acknowledging and respecting their perspective and feelings, giving them some choice 
regarding the activity, and encouraging initiative-taking (Deci et al., 1994; Williams et al., 
2002; Silva, Marques and Teixeira, 2014). Relatedness-support can take the form of 
unconditional positive regard and involvement, which - when perceived as authentic or genuine 
- makes the individual feel both significant and safe to proceed with self-exploration (Ryan et 
al., 2011). A sense of being respected, understood and cared for is essential to forming the 
connections and trust that allow for internalisation to occur. Studies have consistently found 
that conditions and environments which support autonomy, competence and relatedness 
facilitate intrinsically motivated behaviours and promote the internalisation and integration of 
extrinsic motivations, whilst excessive controls, overwhelming challenges, negative feedback 
and relational insecurities have the opposite effect (Ryan, 1995). They also find that more self-
determined functioning is associated with higher persistence, increased creativeness, more 
effective learning, enhanced performance and well-being, and higher-quality relationships 
(Ryan and Deci, 2006, 2017) (for a comprehensive review of SDT-based research see Deci and 
Ryan, 2000, 2002, 2008a; Vansteenkiste and Ryan, 2013).  
Findings from SDT research in five domains most relevant to the current study - education, 
health behaviour change, therapy, pro-social behaviour and community supervision - have both 
supported SDT, and highlighted gaps in knowledge. Firstly, SDT research in educational 
contexts has shown how educator’s approaches can be either controlling or autonomy 
supportive, and that support for BPNs affects learning and achievement (Deci et al., 1991; 
Vallerand, Fortier and Guay, 1997; Vansteenkiste et al., 2004; Vansteenkiste, Lens and Deci, 
2006; Guay, Ratelle and Chanal, 2008; Assor et al., 2009; Niemiec and Ryan, 2009; Reeve, 
2009; Brooks and Young, 2011; Su and Reeve, 2011; Trenshaw et al., 2016). However, other 
studies found that a combination of autonomous and controlled regulation was most conducive 
to learning, and that external regulation is not as harmful for motivation as SDT suggests 
(Lepper, Corpus and Iyengar, 2005; Ratelle et al., 2007; Litalien, Guay and Morin, 2015).  
Secondly, reviews demonstrate that SDT has been applied to numerous kinds of health 
behaviour change (Joiner et al., 2006; Ryan and Deci, 2008; Ryan et al., 2008; Groshkova, 
2010; Silva, Marques and Teixeira, 2014; Raeburn et al., 2015; Ryan and Deci, 2000b; Carter, 
2011; Conte, Snyder and McGuffin, 2008). To provide some specific examples, Williams et al 
(2002) found that when physicians used an autonomy-supportive versus controlling 
interpersonal style within a smoking cessation intervention patients rated the autonomy-
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supportive intervention as more autonomy-supportive, client ratings of autonomy support 
predicted autonomous motivation, and autonomous motivation predicted cessation at all time 
points. Perceived competence also contributed to variance in cessation at 6 months (Williams 
et al., 2002). Ryan, Plant and O’Malley (1995) developed the Treatment Motivation 
Questionnaire (TMQ) to assess internalised and external motivations for alcohol treatment and 
found that internalised motivation was associated with greater patient involvement and 
retention in treatment. A study by Simoneau and Bergeron (2003) confirmed the usefulness of 
SDT for understanding the process of motivation during the course of treatment for substance-
related disorders, finding that all concepts derived from the theory (progression towards goal 
attainment and feedback [competence], an autonomy-supportive treatment context and the 
involvement of significant others [relatedness] positively influenced motivation as predicted. 
However, external pressure did not affect motivation (see also Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 
2006; Baker, 2010) (see also section 2.4). Another study that applied SDT to treatment success 
in a methadone maintenance programme found that, as predicted, internal motivation and 
perceived autonomy support were associated with enhanced treatment adherence, and high 
levels of external motivation combined with low levels of internal motivation predicted the 
poorest treatment outcomes (Zeldman, Ryan and Fiscella, 2004). When applied to diabetes 
treatment, perceived autonomy support has been found to relate positively to autonomous 
regulation of medication use (Williams et al., 2009). In turn, this related positively to perceived 
competence for diabetes self-management, and increased competence related positively to 
medication adherence. Autonomous motivation has also been found to predict attendance, 
weight loss and weight loss maintenance for those enrolled on a weight loss programme, and 
autonomous motivation was predicted by perceived autonomy-supportiveness of the 
interpersonal climate (Williams et al., 1996).  
 
Thirdly, SDT has been applied to counselling and psychotherapy contexts. This literature has 
associated several elements of practice with successful treatment, such as the quality of the 
therapeutic alliance, extension of empathy and respect for the client’s perspective, and goal 
consensus and collaboration (Pelletier, Tuson and Haddad, 1997; Ryan et al., 2011). Research 
into motivation in psychosocial rehabilitative interventions has suggested that increased 
autonomy leads to more positive outcomes for clients undertaking CBT (eg. Dwyer et al., 
2011), that SDT can enhance understanding of the influence of the therapeutic relationship on 
motivation, and that implementing SDT principles into practice can increase the efficacy of 
treatment (eg. Raeburn et al., 2015). SDT has also been applied to MI practices (Markland et 
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al., 2005; Britton, Williams and Conner, 2008; Britton et al., 2011). Clinical development of 
MI has been hampered by its lack of a sound theoretical base, and it has been suggested that 
SDT might provide an underlying theory for its effectiveness and advancement (McMurran, 
2009; Deci and Ryan, 2012; Miller and Rollnick, 2012). Overall these findings demonstrate 
the importance of respect for autonomy and collaborative engagement for encouraging 
behaviour change. Therapeutic clients are often externally pressured into and initially resistant 
to treatment (Carter, 2011; Ryan et al., 2011), thus the dynamics of motivation in this context 
may be at least somewhat comparable to the prison. Given that prison-based rehabilitation aims 
to change offending behaviour, and most interventions draw upon therapeutic principles to do 
so, SDT may be a similarly useful way to consider motivation for behaviour change in this 
context.  
 
Fourth, SDT has been applied to understand motivation to engage in prosocial behaviours 
(Gagne, 2003; Grant, 2008; Weinstein and Ryan, 2010; Pavey, Greitemeyer and Sparks, 2011, 
2012) - defined as intentional acts undertaken to protect or enhance the welfare of others - 
which can be either autonomously supported by identification and value congruence, or 
coerced by feelings of pressure and obligation (Ryan and Connell, 1989; Gagné and Deci, 
2005). Findings suggest that underlying motives and experiences of need satisfaction impact 
on both positive outcomes experienced by individuals when engaging in prosocial behaviour, 
and the frequency and persistence of the behaviour. Given the current focus on strengths-based 
and restorative rehabilitation, SDT may be useful for understanding motivation in this context.  
 
Finally, several studies have also applied SDT to community supervision. A qualitative study 
by Millward and Senker (2012) interpreted the narratives of three young male offenders on 
community orders from an SDT perspective. Participants were found to be at different stages 
of identity transformation, differentiated according to underlying extrinsic and intrinsic 
motivations. Whilst the community order had externally instigated the change process, 
participants varied in the extent to which they had internalised the decision to transform from 
offender to non-offender. The authors suggest extrinsic motivators such as electronic tags are 
more likely to lead to transformational change when accompanied by internalisation of the 
decision to change; and advised that providing autonomy support, by appropriately balancing 
coercion with freedom of choice, can foster intrinsic motivation to change. However, no 
references to BPNs were made when discussing their data, and there are no recommendations 
of how autonomy support may be enhanced in the context of community supervision. 
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Furthermore, their conclusions rest on the assumption that the weight of other pressures of 
living can be alleviated as well- offender’s lives are often chaotic and complicated and there 
are likely many other forces at play, besides external sanctions and an internal will to change 
(LeBel et al., 2008; Doekhie, Dirkzwager and Nieuwbeerta, 2017; McNeill, 2018). Wainwright 
and Nee (2014) concluded from their qualitative study of young offenders participating in a 
community-based programme that at each key stage of the desistance process, one or more of 
the BPNs highlighted within SDT was also fulfilled, and buffered against criminality. Three 
recent unpublished doctoral theses have also applied SDT to community corrections. A 
qualitative study explored motivations to pursue college-level education in a sample of 
individuals released from prison (Barr, 2016). One quantitative study assessed motivation of 
probation and parole clients mandated to substance abuse treatment (Smith, 2016). A further 
explored motivation to attend and complete court-coerced drug diversion programmes (Baker, 
2010). Whilst conclusions in relation to SDT were somewhat unclear within all three studies, 
and inconsistent across studies, together the results tentatively suggest motivations whilst under 
supervision are wide-ranging, but primarily extrinsic and/or identified.  
 
The potential value of using SDT to inform approaches to motivating prisoners has been 
advocated for by both criminologists and psychologists (eg. Ward and Stewart, 2003a; 
Polaschek, 2009), yet few published studies that have explicitly applied SDT to the prison 
context have been located. Rare examples include a study by McKinney and Contrea (2011) 
which sought to investigate whether lessons learnt from SDT research into education could aid 
the development of a new prison-based educational programme in a medium-security facility 
in the United States. The nutrition and food budgeting course was originally designed 
according to SDT, and gave participants an input into its development via feedback evaluations 
(to increase autonomy), and ensuring assignments addressed skills that would be useful for 
success post-release (to increase competence). The course was redesigned twice in response to 
suggestions made by participants. Comparisons of pre- and post-test scores revealed students 
had a higher level of mastery over the material following the course, and the course evaluation 
measure demonstrated that students rated the course highly. Additionally, participants on the 
second course made more comments and suggestions than those on the first, and participants 
from the first study had told those in the second that their suggestions had been incorporated 
into the second course, suggesting prisoners may be more willing to actively participate in 
activities if they believe their input will be valued and taken on board. The authors concluded 
that overall, participants enjoyed the course, made serious suggestions regarding its 
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improvement, and invested in the course development. This suggests that evidence from the 
education literature regarding the facilitative effect of BPNs on learning and achievement may 
generalise to prisoners undertaking educational programmes. However, the external validity of 
the findings is limited by the small sample size and focus on only one prison-based education 
course. It was also not known which students had been mandated to the course and which had 
not, thus these findings cannot contribute to outstanding questions around coerced treatment 
and self-determination (see section 2.4). A quantitative study of the impact of perceived choice 
and autonomy upon Belgian prisoners’ well-being – based on SDT – found that perceived 
afforded choice was related to higher subjective quality of life within prison, and this relation 
was partially accounted for by increased levels of autonomy satisfaction (van der Kaap-Deeder 
et al., 2017). Notably, perceived afforded choice had the strongest effect on well-being when 
it came to daytime activities (eg. leisure activities, work, education), which suggests that 
increased choice and autonomy within prison may motivate prisoners into activities via its 
positive impact on well-being (see also section 2.3.1). This study demonstrates a strength of 
SDT- that it places emphasis on the prediction of well-being outcomes as well as performance 
outcomes. A further quantitative SDT-based study conducted in Dutch youth-correctional 
facilities found that a therapeutic (open) group climate and low levels of institutional repression 
in the first month of treatment predicted greater treatment motivation three months later (van 
der Helm, Kuiper and Stams, 2018). However, this study did not assess competence, 
relatedness and autonomy and despite stating their hypotheses were derived from SDT, 
treatment motivation was measured using a scale based on the TTM (van der Helm et al., 2013). 
A rationale for adopting SDT as the current theoretical framework is now turned to. 
 
3.5 Rationale for SDT as theoretical framework 
 
SDT is not the only theoretical framework that could be applied to enhance understanding of 
prisoners’ motivation. The first part of this chapter acknowledged several other theories that 
have been developed and drawn upon when considering prisoners’ motivation to change. 
However, SDT is the driving theory for this study for a number of reasons, which are now set 
out.  
 
Firstly, to address the aims of the current study (to explore the specific motives held by 
prisoners for participating in a rehabilitation programme), a pure theory of motivation was 
considered more relevant and useful than one of less specific constructs such as responsivity 
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and/or treatment readiness. Many of the approaches to motivation outlined in section 3.2 
acknowledge SDT’s proposition that supporting autonomy, competence and relatedness is 
critical for facilitating more internal forms of motivation. Shortcomings identified in these 
approaches (see section 3.3) have also led to the suggestion that readiness to change/motivation 
may be more appropriately conceptualised and measured on a continuum (as in SDT) (Budd 
and Rollnick, 1996; Carey et al., 1999; Littell and Girvin, 2002; Day et al., 2006). However, 
criticism that these ideas have not been sufficiently studied in the context of prison-based 
programming (Andrews, Bonta and Wormith, 2011) is valid- something that the current study 
directly addresses. The issue consistently identified within the literature on prisoner motivation 
(see section 2.2), and which has inspired many contemporary approaches to motivating 
prisoners to change (see section 3.2), is that there is no unified theory of motivation underlying 
prisoners’ participation in rehabilitation programmes. SDT sufficiently covers some of the 
main motivational concepts encompassed within the approaches discussed in section 3.2- 
including principles of both strengths-based approaches and CBT (GLM; RNR); the 
importance of the prison context (BCM; MORM); the concept of basic needs (GLM); broader 
readiness factors (MORM; SoC; RCF); social-learning/social-cognitive techniques (RNR; 
GLM); goals and identity (MORM; GLM); and well-being (GLM). The utilisation of SDT 
within the current study redresses pervasive ambiguity regarding motivating offenders for 
treatment (see section 2.2) by exploring motivation to participate through the lens of a pure, 
comprehensive theory of motivation that complements current approaches. SDT is thus an 
appropriate framework through which to explore whether rehabilitative practices and the aims 
underpinning them are being experienced as intended by those participating in them. This has 
the potential to raise new empirical questions, suggest new directions for future research, and 
integrate various phenomena within the field of prison-based rehabilitation.  
 
Secondly, SDT is supported by a vast empirical evidence base within various fields of research 
(Deci and Ryan, 2002; Lyness et al., 2013; Legault, 2017). Thirdly – and partly as a result of 
its empirical support - the additional value of the SDT perspective for rehabilitative approaches 
seeking to motivate offenders to change has been recognised, and previous studies have called 
for wider application of the theory (Ward and Stewart, 2003a; Polaschek, 2009; Groshkova, 
2010; McKinney and Cotronea, 2011; Millward and Senker, 2012). For example, in their 
framework for needs-based interventions with offenders, Ward and Stewart (2003a) grounded 
their theoretical model in SDT’s conception of BPNs (Deci and Ryan, 2000),“based on our 
judgement that their self-determination theory is the most comprehensive psychological theory 
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of needs currently available, and secondly, because it is buttressed by an impressive array of 
empirical research.” (Ward and Stewart, 2003a, p. 135). Furthermore, SDT has provided the 
theoretical foundation for current approaches that seek to address offenders’ motivation, 
including the GLM and MI (Ward and Stewart, 2003a; McMurran and Ward, 2004; Markland 
et al., 2005; Vansteenkiste and Sheldon, 2006; Neighbors et al., 2008; McMurran, 2009). 
Fourthly, despite its robust empirical base and recognition within the field, SDT has rarely been 
explicitly applied to the prison context. For theory to advance knowledge and inform social 
practice it must be applied in different fields, to aid understanding of how general principles - 
such as motivation - operate in specific contexts within which there are “special influences” 
(Ryan, 1995, p. 412). Despite the best intentions of programme designers, fulfilling 
psychological needs of competence, relatedness and autonomy may be incompatible with the 
framework of control within which prison-based programmes operate. SDT was therefore also 
applied in the thus-far underexplored context of prison-based rehabilitation to advance 
understanding of how its principles may operate in this setting, and to contribute to its already 
established evidence base in other fields.  
 
Fifth, SDT can account for both socio-contextual and psychological factors that previous 
research has confirmed are important for prisoner motivation to participate in programmes- 
outlined throughout this and the previous chapter. Indeed, Ward and Stewart (2003a, p. 142) 
have endorsed SDT’s value on the basis that: “the needs perspective rather nicely integrates 
sociological criminology with correctional psychology.” Sixth, SDT provides a broad 
perspective on motivational processes by taking any given situation or behaviour and 
highlighting what is needed to support self-motivation- allowing for the multifaceted, dynamic 
and complex nature of motivation to engage with rehabilitative activities. SDT outlines clear, 
detailed, dynamic and verifiable propositions that apply to needs and motivation across life 
spheres, and is therefore both broad and specific (Legault, 2017). Prisoners often have a 
genuine desire to take control and make choices that are beneficial for their own rehabilitation 
(Crewe and Ievins, 2019), yet structural barriers limit the extent to which they can act on any 
good intentions (Woodall, Dixey and South, 2014). Given the unique and unconventional social 
context of the prison - with contradictory purposes of control and security on the one hand, and 
rehabilitation and enhancement of personal responsibility on the other - SDT may provide a 
particularly appropriate lens through which to explore prisoners’ motivation to take part in 
programmes. A decision that is likely to be driven by both coercion and personal endorsement. 
Thus, the strengths of SDT lie in its focus on the relative strength of autonomous versus 
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controlled motivation, rather than on the total amount of motivation; that it differentiates kinds 
of motivation and predicts how these different goal contents and types of regulations of goal 
pursuits lead to different qualities of performance and well-being; and that it represents the 
only theory of motivation that details the processes through which extrinsic motivation can 
become autonomous. 
Seventh, the current study is based on a qualitative approach, in contrast to many other studies 
in the field. Most of the SDT research base is made up of studies that have utilised scales and 
other assessment tools to measure concepts within the theory, such as perceived autonomy 
support, need satisfaction and motivation (Gillison et al., 2018). However, the capacity for such 
measures to capture ongoing dynamic processes such as motivation has rightly been 
questioned, and insights into how change has come about, specific contextual influences, and 
the depth of exploration of individual experience will always be limited (Pintrich, 2004; 
Campbell, 2009; Hancox et al., 2018). In that a widely recognised and celebrated strength of 
SDT is its concern for the quality of motivation, the value of applying the theory within a 
qualitative design seems obvious. Notably, that it explains something most current theories of 
motivation (which focus on goals and outcomes) do not explain sufficiently, and that is why 
such outcomes are desired (Deci et al., 1991). The current research thus aimed to expand upon 
the small cluster of existing qualitative SDT studies (eg. Lamont and Kennelly, 2012; Millward 
and Senker, 2012; Wainwright and Nee, 2014; Trenshaw et al., 2016; Hancox et al., 2018; van 
der Burgt et al., 2018).  
Lastly, by conceptualising both motivational determinants and consequences in a unified causal 
sequence, applying SDT can help not only to understand the processes underlying changes in 
attitudes and behaviour, but also the ways in which interventions can facilitate motivation over 
time (Vallerand, Pelletier and Koestner, 2008). Indeed, community-based studies of SDT have 
concluded that it provides a useful explanatory framework in which to manage the 
rehabilitation process over the long-term by facilitating and helping to sustain individuals’ 
journeys towards increased ownership and self-regulation of behaviour (eg. Millward and 
Senker, 2012; Wainwright and Nee, 2014). SDT provides a comprehensive framework for 
exploring the qualitative aspects of prisoners’ motivation via first-hand accounts of their 
participation- from the point of joining onwards. 
 
3.6 Concluding thoughts 
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This chapter has reviewed and critiqued five of the most dominant theoretical approaches to 
offender motivation – the responsivity principle, the TTM, the MORM, the RCF and the GLM 
– and highlighted their strengths and limitations. It has demonstrated that each has valuably 
contributed to knowledge and practice in the field, and that notable theoretical parallels can be 
drawn between such approaches and SDT. SDT has been outlined, its evidence-base reviewed 
– paying particular attention to the fields of education, health behaviour change, therapy, pro-
social behaviour and community-based rehabilitation - and a rationale has been provided for 
drawing upon SDT in the current study. Together, this and the previous chapter have 
established that offenders’ motivation to change their behaviour is complex, motivations to 
complete programmes are difficult to assess, motivation wavers, and some offenders are 
nevertheless highly resistant to programme content (Bullock, 2011). Exploring motivation to 
participate through the lens of SDT may help unravel some of these complexities. The next 
chapter outlines the chosen methodology to fulfil this aim. 
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Chapter 4: Methodology  
 
4.1 Introduction 
 
This research formed part of a process and outcome evaluation of the BrightHorizons 
programme, commenced by The University of Surrey in 2015 (see Bullock et al., 2018). The 
aim of the evaluation was to assess the role BrightHorizons played in the rehabilitation of 
prisoners. A number of methods were utilised in the evaluation - qualitative interviews with 
prisoners, programme staff, user groups, prison staff and stakeholders; quantitative analysis of 
prisoner reoffending rates; and document analysis. This doctoral research focused specifically 
on prisoners’ motivation to participate in the programme. It drew purely upon data gathered 
from prisoner interviews, all of which were conducted by the current author. This chapter 
outlines the methodological approach adopted for the current research. The research design, 
research procedure, ethical issues and reflections and limitations are all considered.   
 
4.2 Research design  
 
Qualitative research provides a broad and holistic approach to capturing aspects of the social 
world essential for achieving a full understanding of human behaviour (Irwin, 1987). It aims 
to understand more fully people’s experiences, motivations, attitudes, feelings and actions as 
they navigate through situations, and the nuances within these (Elliott, Fischer and Rennie, 
1999; Braggins and Talbot, 2003). Qualitative research thus provides several knowledge-
generating contributions. It enquires into, documents and interprets the meaning-making 
process, illuminating how humans make sense of the world around them (Payne and Payne, 
2004; Seidman, 2006). It seeks to uncover the ‘what’, the ‘why’ and the ‘how’ of social life, 
by studying people in their natural settings and attempting to make sense of or interpret 
phenomena in terms of the meanings people bring to them (Payne and Payne, 2004; Denzin 
and Lincoln, 2011; Ritchie et al., 2014). In this approach, there are no general ‘laws’ as to how 
the social world works, because it is made up of the many complex social situations that are 
occurring at one time (Bryman, 1988). It instead provides methods for studying how things 
work for certain individuals and groups, within their own context, in their own words (Patton, 
2015). Capturing people’s stories through qualitative inquiry provides detailed, descriptive data 
and perceptions about the variations in peoples’ experience of what is happening, and the 
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implications of those variations for the people and processes involved (Patton, 2015). 
Sensitivity to context is central in qualitative research- documenting diversity and the 
contextual factors that explain particular variations is as much a part of the process as 
identifying cross-cutting patterns and themes (Ritchie et al., 2014). Through open enquiry into 
people’s experience and the complex and dynamic ways in which the real world unfolds, 
qualitative methods can reveal both intended and unintended consequences of the phenomenon 
of interest (Patton, 2015). Qualitative research also takes a reflexive approach, acknowledging 
the role and perspective of the researcher in the research process, demonstrating the personal 
and interpersonal nature of qualitative inquiry (Payne and Payne, 2004; Ritchie et al., 2014; 
Patton, 2015).  
 
A qualitative research design was most appropriate for meeting the aims of the current research. 
Qualitative methods are used to answer questions about experience, meaning and perspective, 
most commonly from the standpoint of the participant (Hammarberg, Kirkman and de Lacey, 
2016). This addresses the aim of the current study to explore prisoners’ perspectives of their 
experience of BrightHorizons and their motivation to be there. The qualitative approach 
allowed the research to move beyond narrow conceptualisations of participation and motivation 
(see section 2.2) to unearth prisoners’ personal reasons for taking part in BrightHorizons, the 
aspects of the programme that they valued most and the hows and whys of the programme and 
its inner workings (see Padgett, 2017). The aim of the current study was to better understand 
the why of prisoner participation in rehabilitation programmes, and qualitative study seeks to 
convey why people have thoughts and feelings that might affect the way they behave (Sutton 
and Austin, 2015).  
 
4.2.1 Qualitative interviewing 
 
The method utilised was semi-structured qualitative interviews. Interviewing provides a tool 
for studying what underlies people’s decisions, attitudes and behaviour; from which it is 
possible to identify the motivations that lead to decisions, actions or non-actions (Ritchie and 
Ormston, 2013). This method is appropriate for addressing the aim of the current study - to 
explore prisoners’ motivation to participate in BrightHorizons. The process of pulling apart the 
many layers of people’s stories during an act of information exchange can uncover the multiple 
depths embedded within seemingly routine encounters (Schlosser, 2008). In-depth interviews 
enable depth of exploration and explanation, including the factors that underpin participants’ 
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answers: their values, past experiences, circumstances, reasoning, feelings, opinions and 
beliefs (Ritchie and Ormston, 2013). Semi-structured interviews were thus conducted as a tool 
for unearthing how prisoners observed and described their experiences, by asking questions 
which encouraged full, meaningful answers informed by their own knowledge and/or feelings 
(Silverman, 2011), and by listening to what participants had to say and exploring and 
interpreting the ideas and concerns they raised in terms of the meanings they attached to them 
(Greenhalgh and Taylor, 1997).  
 
Interviews were semi-structured to ensure that, whilst core topics pertinent to the research 
questions were covered, flexibility could be exercised and conversation partially determined 
by what participants chose to elaborate on and was most relevant to them (King and Horrocks, 
2010). The semi-structured interview technique enabled the interactional exchange of dialogue 
to unfold - within a thematic, topic-centred structure - based upon the theoretical assumption 
that knowledge is situated and contextual, and meanings and understandings are created via 
this interaction (Edwards and Holland, 2013). This research was primarily interested in how 
prisoners experienced BrightHorizons and how their experiences influenced their motivation 
to participate- in other words, the meaning they made out of that experience- thus, interviewing 
was the best avenue of enquiry (Seidman, 2006). Pre-determined topics of interest were 
detailed on the interview schedule (see section 4.3.2) and prompts and follow-up questions 
were used to guide participants through the interview and facilitate full exploration, but 
participants’ reflection and interpretation of what was important to them was of primary 
interest. By inviting people to talk about their reflections on experience, researchers can gain 
richer knowledge than they initially set out to discover (Schlosser, 2008; Hammarberg, 
Kirkman and de Lacey, 2016). Thus, the research took an iterative approach, whereby the 
questions asked were open to slight alteration over the course of the study, in order to respond 
to information gathered along the way, and to be sensitive to the richness and variability of the 
research topic (Greenhalgh and Taylor, 1997; Pope, Ziebland and Mays, 2000; Van Teijlingen 
and Hundley, 2001; Patenaude, 2004).  
 
4.3 Research procedure  
 
4.3.1 Access, permissions and security 
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Gaining and maintaining access to prisons and their inhabitants can be time-consuming and 
challenging (Megargee, 1995; Patenaude, 2004; Blagden and Pemberton, 2010; Fox, Zambrana 
and Lane, 2011). However, in this research some of these issues were minimised – a virtue of 
the nature of the research and how it came about.  
 
As an evaluation of a specific programme, clearly the research had to be conducted in the 
prisons where BrightHorizons operated. The research was thus carried out in the three prisons 
in South-East England - two male prisons (one medium category C training prison and one 
large category C/D prison) and one small female category C training prison (see section 1.5.1) 
-  where BrightHorizons operated. Access to the prisons was facilitated by the Chief Executive 
of BrightHorizons, who had a close and ongoing relationship with the relevant prison 
governors. Prior to the involvement of the University of Surrey, the need for an external 
evaluation of BrightHorizons had long been agreed, and funding sought and achieved.  As such 
there was no need for the research team to specifically ‘pitch’ the research to the relevant prison 
– their support had previously been secured. Nonetheless, appropriate permissions were sought. 
A formal application was made by the Principal Investigator (PI) for the evaluation (prior to 
commencement of this PhD) to the National Offender Management Service (NOMS), who 
approved the research. An application was then made by the current author to the University 
of Surrey Ethics Committee, who provided favourable ethical approval. 
 
4.3.2 Designing the interview schedule 
 
The interview schedule (see Appendix A) was co-designed with the PI of the evaluation (who 
was also the principal PhD supervisor). It consisted of thirteen open-ended questions, each with 
various follow-up questions and/or prompts underneath. Questions were informed by the PI’s 
expertise in the field and previous research experience, and aligned to the research questions, 
evaluation aims, and previous literature and theory. Sections progressed through topics of: pre-
prison background, offence history and experience of imprisonment; perceptions of identity 
and motivation; the practical and relational aspects of BrightHorizons; the personal impact of 
participating; beliefs about others’ perceptions of the programme, and plans for the future. 
Questions began broad and became more specific, so that participants could broadly introduce 
the issue to be explored, in as much or as little detail as they were comfortable with, and ease 
themselves into the interview. 
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4.3.3 Sampling strategy  
 
The research was interested in examining prisoners’ perceptions of participating in the 
programme. Strict inclusion or exclusion criteria were not imposed. However, it was required 
that prisoners had participated on BrightHorizons for a minimum of three months. This was to 
ensure that all potential participants had completed the training and induction processes 
required of the role, and had enough experience of participating in BrightHorizons to provide 
insights into its influence on their rehabilitation and its delivery processes. It was also decided 
that ex-BrightHorizons participants who were still in the prison were eligible to take part – 
provided they had previously completed the minimum three months. This was partly to 
maximise the sample size, and also carried the benefit of gathering some fully retrospective 
accounts of participation, which provided insights into the longer-term impact of participating. 
The sampling technique can be described strategically as both purposeful (Marshall, 1996; 
Emmel, 2013; Patton, 2015) and convenience (Saumure and Given, 2012; Robinson, 2014). 
That is, prisoners were identified and selected on the basis that they were knowledgeable about 
and experienced with the programme; and that they were available and willing to participate 
(Palinkas et al., 2015). It should be stressed that participants self-selected, which could have 
limited the extent to which the views gathered were representative of all prisoners with 
experience of BrightHorizons (see section 4.5.3).  
 
4.3.4 Participant recruitment 
 
Recruitment of participants was facilitated by BrightHorizons staff. As an ‘outsider’ with no 
independent access to the prison, there was no real alterative way of approaching and recruiting 
prisoners14. This raises the possibility of selection bias – here the possibility that 
BrightHorizons staff selected those who had favourable experiences on the programme (see 
section 4.5.3). Potential participants were invited to take part voluntarily and anonymously 
within programme time (eg. when they would usually otherwise be working at 
BrightHorizons). Former BrightHorizons participants were contacted individually by 
                                                          
14 Alternative methods of recruitment include: researcher presentations to group meetings; direct researcher 
approach to prisoners, including by letter; peer recruiters, and initial informed provision followed by prisoners 
enrolling by initiating contact with the researchers outside of the closed setting (eg. by telephone) (Sutton et al., 
2003; Stiles et al., 2012; Abbott et al., 2018). However- as was the case in the current study- researchers usually 
cannot make direct contact with prisoners, thus prison staff identifying and recruiting participants is a common 
recruitment method in research with prisoners (Abbott et al., 2018). 
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programme staff. This was only a small proportion of the sample. The majority were 
participating in BrightHorizons at the time of their interview. However, a few had either left 
permanently, left and returned, or were in the process of re-joining (see table 1). Staff 
distributed a recruitment leaflet (see Appendix B) to all eligible prisoners, verbally explained 
the research, and informed prisoners they could volunteer to take part by letting a member of 
staff know. A more detailed information sheet (see Appendix C) was also distributed, which 
emphasised that participation was entirely voluntary and that they were free to withdraw at any 
point, and that participation (or otherwise) in the research would not affect their parole or any 
administrative or programming decisions. This mitigated the risk that they had been coerced to 
take part by a misguided belief that cooperating with the research would affect their status in 
the CJS (Copes, Hochstetler and Brown, 2013). Prisoners also had a chance to ask questions 
directly of the research team during induction visits completed prior to data collection. Two 
familiarisation visits were made to each prison, throughout which introductions were made to 
participating prisoners and staff members. Event Days, training sessions and Information Days 
were observed. The induction process served two purposes- to ensure that the researcher had a 
chance to communicate information about the study to potential participants (to mitigate 
against coercion (see section 4.4.1) and selection bias (see section 4.5.3), and to increase 
rapport (see section 4.5.5)), and that the researcher was familiar with the prison and 
BrightHorizons’ policies and procedures. 
 
Once all potential participants had been informed about the research and given a chance to put 
themselves forward, managers compiled a list of names of those who had expressed an interest. 
Dates and times for interviews were arranged via email initially, and subsequently either via 
email or when visiting the prison for interviews, on a rolling basis. Interviews were confirmed 
several days beforehand and rescheduled if necessary.  
 
Participant recruitment was an ongoing process. The high risk of attrition common to prison 
research was managed throughout (Fox, Zambrana and Lane, 2011). Attrition was a risk for 
several reasons, such as prisoners choosing to drop out of the study or programme, being moved 
to a different prison or being released before their interview. BrightHorizons staff helped 
reduce this risk by taking release dates into consideration when scheduling interviews. As far 
as the research team were made aware, there were only two prisoners who put themselves 
forward for the study but could not be interviewed- one who was released, and another who 
left the programme and was deemed too vulnerable to participate. Only one eligible prisoner 
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chose not to participate from the outset. Thus, as far as can be told the response rate was almost 
100 percent – the vast majority of those identified as suitable were prepared and able to 
participate. 
 
4.3.5 Participant characteristics 
 
There are no prescriptive sample sizes in qualitative research (Yardley, 2000; Payne and Payne, 
2004). The final sample size was 27 participants- 20 male and seven female (see table 1 for 
participant characteristics15). Males made up a greater proportion of the sample, partly due to 
there being two male prisons and one female, and partly a reflection of the overrepresentation 
of males in the prison population. Participants had been taking part in BrightHorizons for at 
least three months, and up to four years and eight months. Ten were aged 18-30, fourteen were 
aged 31-50, and one was over 50 years old. Seven were white, 17 were black, two were Asian, 
and one was mixed-race. 18 were serving sentences of five years or longer (12 of them life 
sentences), and nine were serving sentences of under five years. The longest sentence was 22 
years and the shortest one year and nine months. 17 were in prison for a violent crime, six for 
acquisitive crime, and four for drug-related offences.  
 
As set out in section 1.5.4 prisoners had to meet a strict selection criterion to be eligible to 
participate in BrightHorizons. Thus, all participants in the current sample had been in the prison 
for a minimum of 12 weeks. They were at least ‘Standard’ and working towards ‘Enhanced’ 
or were of ‘Enhanced’ IEP status (see footnote 5), with no adjudications in the previous 6 
months. They were not appealing against their sentence and stated that they took full 
responsibility for their offence16. They had no convictions against children or young people or 
convictions of a sexual nature. They were willing to follow guidance from any rehabilitation 
programme or offending behaviour programme that they attended. They were willing to follow 
healthcare guidance and medication if necessary, and were required to disclose any medical 
conditions/diagnosis that may have required additional support and/or impact ability to work 
at interview. They were willing to undertake any training and activities required of the role and 
                                                          
15 Most of this information was compiled by BrightHorizons staff from official prison records and passed on to 
the research team. Where information was missing, details were taken from interview transcripts where possible. 
As indicated, some details went unknown.  
16 The issue of assessing personal responsibility is discussed in section 4.5.2. 
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have their progress monitored. Finally, they had passed a security, mental health and risk 
assessment.  
 
This criterion (set by the programme), combined with the fact that BrightHorizons was a 
voluntary programme, has implications for the sample. Namely, that insights were captured 
from a group of particularly well-adjusted, low-risk and highly motivated prisoners. Something 
which does not generally reflect the prison population (see also Wilson, Gallagher and 
MacKenzie, 2000; Graffam, Shinkfield and Lavelle, 2014). The implications of this for the 
current findings and their applicability to less motivated prisoners are discussed in sections 
4.5.4 and 9.4. 
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Table 1: Participant characteristics 
Pseudonym Age Length of 
participation  
on 
BrightHorizons 
(years, months) 
Programme 
status 
Index offence Sentence 
length 
(years, 
months) 
Time 
served 
(years, 
months) 
First time 
in prison 
Matthew 28 4, 8 Left and 
returned; 
participating 
for the second 
time  
Joint 
Enterprise 
Murder 
12 9 Yes 
Anthony 43 1 Current 
participant 
Death by 
dangerous 
driving 
12, 6 4 Unknown 
Ed 26 4 Participating 
part-time 
Joint 
Enterprise 
Murder 
12 9 Yes 
Sanjay 36 0, 8 Current 
participant 
Possession and 
intent to 
supply class A 
drugs and 
driving whilst 
disqualified   
2, 9 Unknown No 
Darren 32 0, 6 Ex-participant Drugs-related 2, 8 Unknown Unknown 
Drew 32 0, 3.5 Current 
participant 
Fraud 1, 9 0, 6 Yes 
Lauren 32 4 Current 
participant 
Conspiracy to 
cause GBH 
with intent 
16 5, 3 Yes 
Claire 29 0, 9 Current 
participant 
Murder 15 9, 6 Yes 
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Henry 46 0, 6 Current 
participant 
Conspiracy to 
possess 
firearms 
ammunition 
with the intent 
to enable 
others to 
endanger life 
14 Unknown No 
Kevin 54 3, 5 Current 
participant 
Burglary 4 1, 9 No 
Jordan 50 1, 6 Left and 
returned; 
participating 
for the second 
time 
Possession of a 
firearm with 
intent to 
endanger life 
10 8 No 
Elouise Unknown Unknown Current 
participant 
Murder Life, 
tariff 
unknown 
12 No 
Keira 24 0, 8 Ex-participant Joint 
Enterprise 
Manslaughter  
5 Unknown Yes 
Steven 23 0, 4 Ex-participant Fraud and 
money 
laundering 
2, 5 0, 5 Yes 
Erica 28 1 Current 
participant 
Conspiracy to 
supply class A 
drugs 
11 2, 6 Yes 
Corey 28 0, 5 Current 
participant  
Joint 
Enterprise 
Murder 
13 11 Yes 
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James 31 0, 7 Current 
participant 
Conspiracy to 
supply class A 
drugs 
13 3, 6 No 
Ollie 30 0, 7 Current 
participant 
Murder 22 12 No 
Mick 34 0, 6 Participating 
part-time 
Murder 15 11 No 
Joe 34 0, 3.5 Ex-participant 
in the process 
of re-joining 
Fraud 3, 9 1, 3 No 
Jonathan 45 0, 7.5 Current 
participant 
Attempted 
murder, 
possession of a 
firearm, armed 
robbery 
15 11 No 
Tyreese 22 0, 4 Current 
participant 
Robbery and 
attempted 
robbery 
4, 3 2, 11 Yes 
Joanna 25 Unknown Current 
participant 
Possession of a 
firearm 
5 0, 7 Yes 
Tabitha Unknown 0, 4 Ex-participant Joint 
Enterprise 
Murder 
13 12 Yes 
Gary 31 0, 4 Current 
participant 
Murder, 
attempted 
murder and 
conspiracy to 
supply 
firearms 
ammunition 
16 12 Unknown 
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Marvin 36 0, 3 Current 
participant  
Burglary and 
handling stolen 
goods 
3, 6 0, 8 No 
Kieran 37 1 Ex-participant 
in the process 
of re-joining 
on a part-time 
basis 
Murder and 
conspiracy to 
rob 
22 14 No 
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4.3.6 Interview procedure  
 
The data collection period began with two pilot interviews at the larger men’s prison on 4th 
July 2016, and ran until 26th June 2017. The purpose of the pilot was to test the appropriateness 
of the procedure and instruments, to inform any necessary modifications (Van Teijlingen and 
Hundley, 2001). The interview schedule was tested for wording, order of questioning and ease 
of understanding; the information sheet and consent form for similar issues; and the audio-
recorder for suitability. The pilot also enabled the researcher to practice and refine the interview 
process and effective techniques (Holloway, 1997). Finally, it allowed for any practical 
problems to be identified, such as issues relating to prison access, taking the recorder into 
prison, and having suitable interviewing space. All research materials and equipment were 
found to be suitable. A few minor changes were made to the interview schedule following the 
pilot study (see also section 4.4.3). Some of the prompts/follow-up questions were moved to 
ensure questions were grouped more logically together and to reduce repetition, and the 
wording of some questions was refined to increase clarity. Two questions were added- one 
relating to the impact of the wider prison on rehabilitation, and one set of questions specifically 
about release. Given that no major changes were made, data from pilot interviews was analysed 
along with data from the main study.  
 
As noted, most interviews were conducted when prisoners would normally have been working 
on BrightHorizons. All interviews were scheduled around daily regimes at each prison, and 
any specific events within the prison and/or BrightHorizons on any given day. A maximum of 
two interviews were conducted each visit. Interviews were conducted in spaces designated to 
BrightHorizons within each prison, which differed slightly between prisons. In two of the three 
prisons the interviews took place in the kitchens, adjoined but separate to the main space. This 
did not pose any issues to the data collection process because a solid wall and door ensured the 
interviewing space was separate from where the rest of the BrightHorizons team were training- 
out of sight, mostly out of earshot, and adequately protective of privacy.  
 
In the third prison, however, interviews took place in the BrightHorizons office. This caused 
some problems because the office and the adjoining main room in which the BrightHorizons 
team were training were separated by a glass door and partition, which was less private and ran 
the risk of participants being distracted. To minimise this, participants were invited to sit with 
their backs to the main room throughout the interview. Interviewing in the office also meant 
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that in this prison BrightHorizons staff had to interrupt interviews periodically to answer the 
phone or for other administrative reasons. On these occasions, the participant was stopped 
politely, the interview and recorder paused immediately, and only resumed once the staff 
member had left the room. This was vital for upholding confidentiality, but could disturb the 
flow of conversation. The office was also between the main door and main room, meaning 
interviews were sometimes interrupted by people passing through. This was rare, and mitigated 
by a sign asking entrants to use the side door. Noise levels from the main room could also cause 
distraction. This was the case in all of the prisons, but most detrimental in the third, due to the 
glass being a less effective sound barrier than the walls in the other prisons. Noise disturbance 
was minimised by staff. 
 
Some aspects of the data collection process varied slightly from prison to prison, but the general 
procedure is outlined here. On arrival at the prison security checks were carried out. To secure 
permission to bring the recorder into the prisons, a security form was completed by 
BrightHorizons managers in advance. This had to be approved, and the recorder was checked 
against the information on the form by gate staff upon each visit. Maintaining access to the 
prisons was thus an ongoing process, and the few issues that were encountered had to do with 
taking the recorder in (Liebling, 1999; Reiter, 2014; Fox, 2016). Following the completion of 
security checks a visitor’s pass was allocated, before being collected from the gate by a member 
of BrightHorizons staff and escorted to the interview site. A discussion was usually then held 
with staff, in which staff divulged anything that should be known prior to meeting the 
participant and received a brief update on the research. Upon arrival at BrightHorizons, all staff 
and prisoners were greeted, and a short time spent chatting informally, before moving into the 
separate interviewing space with the participant. To maintain confidentiality and privacy there 
was nobody else in the room throughout the interviews (albeit see previous paragraph). 
BrightHorizons staff were in adjoining rooms at all times and on hand if assistance was 
required. Interviews were conducted at a table or desk, with researcher and participant facing 
one another and the recorder in between. 
 
When they arrived for their interview participants were given a brief overview of the study and 
a chance to ask questions. It transpired early on that not all participants had received an 
information sheet prior to attending their interview, therefore many had agreed to take part with 
little idea of what this entailed. In these cases, everything in the information sheet was covered 
verbally. This included: brief aims and potential outcomes of the research; durations of the 
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interview and project; the requirements of participation; what would happen with the data they 
provided; the potential costs and benefits of taking part, and what to do if they had any problems 
as a consequence. All prisoners were given a copy of the information sheet to keep. Once 
satisfied that the participant had been adequately informed about the study to provide informed 
consent (see section 4.4.1), consent was obtained. Participants were given a consent form 
requiring them to sign their agreement with a series of individual statements reflecting the 
nature and conditions of the research (see Appendix D). Specific consent for the interview to 
be recorded was also obtained. Participants were then reminded again that they did not have to 
participate, could choose not to answer any question/s that they did not wish to answer, and 
could withdraw at any time without having to provide a reason and without reprimand.  
 
Once the participant was happy to proceed, the recorder was switched on and the interview 
began. The interview schedule was used as a guide throughout, and largely dictated the general 
order of discussion, however the exact direction and content of interviews was participant-led. 
Instances when participants diverged considerably from the topic for a significant length of 
time, they were politely steered back to the interview schedule. Prisoners sometimes also 
initiated chit-chat that was irrelevant to the research and occasionally bordering on overly-
personal, mid-way through the interview. To navigate this without causing offence or upset to 
the participant, a certain amount of chat was indulged, before again steering participants back 
to the interview schedule. At the end of questioning, participants were asked if there was 
anything they would like to add, the recorder was stopped, and they were thanked and 
debriefed. Some initiated brief informal further conversation, whilst others left immediately. 
Most interviews lasted between 45 and 75 minutes- the shortest being 42 minutes and the 
longest one hour and 45 minutes. When interviewing had finished for the day, thanks were 
extended and goodbyes made to all, before being escorted back to the gate.  
 
Two further stages followed the interviews. Firstly, if it had not been possible to complete 
fieldnotes privately in the prison, these were written up at the earliest opportunity. Fieldnotes 
are a way of documenting important contextual information and facilitating reflexivity 
throughout the research process (Maharaj, 2016; Phillippi and Lauderdale, 2018). The purpose 
of taking fieldnotes was to obtain a precise and detailed account of the entire interview process 
(Braun and Clarke, 2013). In order to do so, personal interpretations of what transpired 
throughout the exchange are necessary- for example, notations of how the participant looked 
or spoke during particular moments in the interview can be conceptually relevant in the final 
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write-up of the story (Liebling, 1999). Thus, fieldnotes documented details that could not be 
captured by audio-recordings, such as interruptions, interferences or situations that may have 
influenced the nature of responses, and non-verbal behaviours and body language. Relevant 
information from informal conversations with staff or prisoners, personal reflections on each 
visit, and initial analytical thoughts and ideas were also noted. Any important details from 
fieldnotes were transferred onto interview transcripts to aid the analysis process, and fieldnotes 
were regularly referred to throughout analysis as a reminder of the wider context of each 
interview. Secondly, audio files were uploaded securely and at the earliest convenience to a 
confidential and secure transcription service called TypeOut17. 
 
4.3.7 Data management  
 
As noted, interview recordings were deleted from the audio recorder as soon as they had been 
downloaded onto a password protected and encrypted University of Surrey laptop. Only 
members of the research team had access to interview data, which was kept on secure 
University of Surrey computers. Any hard copies of interview transcripts were kept in locked 
filing cabinets, and destroyed and disposed of via confidential waste as soon as they were no 
longer needed. In accordance with University of Surrey policy, research data will be stored 
securely for at least 10 years following their last access. Project data related to the 
administration of the project, such as information sheets and consent forms, will be stored 
securely for at least 6 years. All data will be stored on secure University systems for the entirety 
of the required retention period. 
 
4.3.8 Data analysis 
 
                                                          
17 Working with transcribers as opposed to transcribing audio recordings oneself can put distance between 
researchers and the raw data (Tilley and Powick, 2002) and has implications for the trustworthiness and 
accuracy of the transcripts (Davidson, 2009). However, there is no such thing as a perfect transcript (Silverman, 
2011), and various errors and biases can occur via either method. Hired transcribers are often integral to the 
production of transcripts in qualitative research projects, particularly those involving large amounts of data, time 
constraints on researchers, and where there is sufficient funding to outsource (Davidson, 2009; Sutton and 
Austin, 2015). In the current study, external transcription was budgeted into the evaluation. The current author 
had sufficient previous experience of the transcription process and understood its complexity and importance. 
To maximise familiarity with the data, transcripts were read in full whilst listening back to audio recordings. 
Spellings or other errors were corrected, fieldnotes were consulted and any notations for pauses, laughter, facial 
expressions and/or gestures were added, punctuation was checked, and any other contextual information that 
might have affected the participant was noted. For the current study and the evaluation it was embedded within, 
the benefits of outsourcing transcription outweighed the potential limitations. 
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The data was analysed using thematic analysis (TA). This is a method for identifying, analysing 
and reporting patterns (themes) across an entire data set. TA was chosen due to its accessible 
and theoretically flexible approach to analysing qualitative data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). In 
contrast to other methods, such as interpretive phenomenological analysis, discourse analysis 
and content analysis, TA is not tied to any pre-existing theoretical framework, and can therefore 
be more flexibly applied to the data (Braun and Clarke, 2006). Analysis explored recurrent and 
distinctive features of participants’ accounts that characterised perceptions and/or experiences 
relevant to the research questions (King and Horrocks, 2010). It focused on the motivation and 
individual psychologies of participants, and the sociocultural contexts and structural conditions 
within which these individual accounts existed. A combination of manual and software-assisted 
analysis was used. Analysis was guided by steps clearly delineated by previous researchers 
(see Attride-Stirling, 2001; Braun and Clarke, 2006, 2012; Green et al., 2007; Braun, Clarke 
and Rance, 2014), which are described below.  
 
The following steps were taken, with oscillation back and forth between stages as the analysis 
progressed. The first stage was data familiarisation. This involved listening back to interviews, 
cross-referencing with transcripts and fieldnotes, and repeated active reading of the entire data 
set; searching for meanings and patterns and taking initial notes and ideas for coding along the 
way. Codes and themes were first identified and organised by hand. Keeping the research 
questions in mind, initial codes were produced, and data extracts collated within each code. A 
combination of deductive and inductive coding was utilised- ideas and concepts from the 
existing literature and SDT were kept in mind, but codes were primarily derived from the data 
itself (Braun and Clarke, 2012). This process of initial inductive, semantic coding allowed for 
an overall impression of the data to be formed, along with preliminary ideas about broad 
themes. Initial codes and ideas were then corroborated via an iterative, more deductive process 
of going back through the transcripts and identifying words and phrases which indicated 
something important in relation to the research questions, refining the initial codes and 
recording any new ones, and sorting codes into potential themes. At this stage, the underlying 
assumptions, ideas or conceptualisations which had shaped or informed what participants 
explicitly said were also considered (Braun and Clarke, 2006). The analysis was interpretive, 
drawing upon theory (primarily SDT) and existing findings to identify underlying influences 
upon the form and meaning of the data. Instances whereby participants’ accounts deviated from 
or confirmed predictions made by SDT were considered equally important and coded 
accordingly.  
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Post-it notes were used to group codes into categories of similar ideas to identify potential 
themes, and relevant coded data extracts collated within these themes. Themes were generated 
according to connections, patterns and interrelationships identified between them, and on the 
basis that they were prevalent across the entire data set and captured something important in 
relation to the research questions. This produced a pool of potential themes and sub-themes. 
Themes were then refined, by ensuring codes within the same theme cohered together 
meaningfully, there were clear and identifiable distinctions between different themes, and 
themes accurately reflected the meanings across the whole data set. To aid this process, 
‘thematic maps’ were produced. Themes were then defined by identifying the ‘story’ told by 
each, and how it fitted into the overall ‘story’ of the data. It was then decided if any themes 
contained sub-themes, and finally each theme was named using direct and concise labels. Thus, 
much of the initial analysis was done manually. These codes were then attached and grouped 
under the themes using Nvivo 11, a qualitative software package which has built-in tools for 
classifying, sorting and arranging information in a more systematic manner. Nvivo was 
primarily used in addition to manual coding to aid management and organisation of the data, 
to make the ongoing process of analysis more systematic and less laborious (eg. by easing the 
process of re-categorising/evolving initial codes and themes), and to enable quick, easy and 
reliable retrieval of data (Pope, Ziebland and Mays, 2000). The constant comparative method 
was used throughout, to account for discrepancies in the text, and to ensure any themes that 
challenged recurrent ideas had also been explored, and all the data incorporated into the 
analysis (Silverman, 2011). Examples of coding can be found in Appendix E.  
 
Individual characteristics, including gender and ethnicity, were coded for. Whilst gender 
appeared to explain how and why some aspects of the programme were experienced 
differently- which is discussed throughout the analysis chapters- there were no evident 
differences according to ethnicity. This finding may support the suggestion that the programme 
experience itself is more important for motivation to participate than individual characteristics 
(see Fiorentine, Nakashima and Anglin, 1999; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Holdsworth et al., 
2014). That BAME participants were overrepresented in the current sample (see section 4.3.5) 
and ethnicity was not mentioned as pertinent to motivation could indicate that BrightHorizons 
was culturally sensitive and thus effectively engaged BAME prisoners’ motivation to 
participate.  
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4.4 Ethical issues 
 
A number of common ethical considerations guided the current research. Management of 
potential risks was planned for prior to data collection, and continually reflected on throughout 
the research period. These ethical issues, the ways in which they were accounted for, and some 
reflections on these processes are provided below. 
 
4.4.1 Gaining informed consent  
 
As noted in section 4.3.6, informed consent was an important part of the interview process. 
However, the appearance of informed consent cannot necessarily protect imprisoned 
populations against (oftentimes subtle) pressures placed upon them to participate in certain 
activities, for example through staff-prisoner relationships and as a result of perceived benefits 
of complying with research requests (Jones, 1995; Megargee, 1995; Roberts and Indermaur, 
2008; Copes, Hochstetler and Brown, 2013; Reiter, 2014). Some prison researchers have 
questioned whether it is actually possible to gain fully volitional consent from individuals under 
these circumstances (Schinkel, 2013). In the current study, the BrightHorizons staff were 
responsible for recruiting prisoners (see section 4.3.4), which may have placed more or less 
subtle forms of coercion on prisoners. Positive and trusting relationships between programme 
staff and prisoners were evident. On the one hand, this was an advantage because it was highly 
unlikely prisoners agreed to take part out of fear and/or intimidation. On the other hand, this 
could have created more indirect coercion, in that the sense of loyalty prisoners may have felt 
towards staff, and potential perceptions that staff wanted them to participate, may have meant 
some felt obligated to take part- whether or not they actually wanted to.  
 
Thus, the importance of avoiding coercion when informing potential participants about the 
research was emphasised to BrightHorizons staff from the outset, and the voluntary nature of 
participation made explicit to participants at multiple stages of the research process. 
Participants were fully informed about consent and withdrawal both in writing and verbally. 
However, it was ultimately not known how much information prisoners initially received, and 
possible that some degree of persuasion was used. Processes for gaining consent were repeated 
by the interviewer to ensure everything had been covered.  
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Matters of consent were also considered throughout interviews. Respect and appreciation were 
communicated to prisoners to reduce any feelings of exploitation, and acknowledge their 
cooperation. Participants may have also disclosed more than they had originally intended. 
Whilst they had consented to be interviewed about the general research aims, prisoners had no 
prior knowledge of the specific questions they would be asked. Once their words were 
verbalised they could not be taken back. It was thus emphasised that they did not have to answer 
any questions they did not want to, and confirmation was sought at the end of the interview 
that participants were comfortable with the data they had provided being used.  
 
4.4.2 Confidentiality and anonymity  
 
Another risk is that prisoners’ acute concerns around confidentiality can result in restricted 
disclosure and self-protecting responses (Roberts and Indermaur, 2008; Martin and Stermac, 
2010). Prisoners were informed that the research would be published and may include extracts 
from their data, and assured that anonymised names would be used and any other identifiable 
information would be omitted or altered. There was also a risk that prisoners could disclose 
information during the interviews which could have posed ethical dilemmas and conflict 
between assured confidentiality and legal obligations (Roberts and Indermaur, 2008). To avoid 
this, clear boundaries were outlined regarding what would be kept confidential, and under what 
exceptional circumstances the confidentiality agreement would be waived, and information 
passed to the appropriate authority. This included disclosures of harm to self or others, crimes 
for which the participant had not been tried, and breaking of prison rules.  
Throughout the interviews, a few prisoners chose not to answer certain questions, but all 
confirmed that they were comfortable with their data being used. There were also some 
occasions where participants seemed to want to elaborate on something more than they did (see 
sections 4.5.2 and 4.5.3). For example, taken from fieldnotes: 
 
27.01.2017 The only thing he seemed reluctant to speak openly about was 
when I asked about his relationship with the BrightHorizons staff. He 
initially laughed nervously, then said “Great!” somewhat sarcastically a few 
times whilst giving me the thumbs up and rolling his eyes, but his eye contact 
and body language made it clear he was holding back… Eventually he 
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elaborated a bit, but I suspect there is more he could have/wanted to say but 
felt he couldn’t/shouldn’t.  
 
Whilst this may have had implications for the fullness of the data, it is reassuring from an 
ethical standpoint that participants were exercising informed consent, by not disclosing 
anything they were not comfortable with.  
 
4.4.3 Risk of harm  
 
There can be risk of emotional discomfort for prisoners taking part in research that requires 
them to recall potentially painful experiences (Copes, Hochstetler and Brown, 2013). Any 
unease on the prisoners’ part can be exacerbated by the power imbalance inherent to the 
researcher-prisoner relationship (Jones, 1995; Schinkel, 2013). The interview schedule 
originally opened with a broad question about prisoners’ offending history. This was intended 
as an initial ‘grand tour’ question (Spradley, 2003) to allow prisoners to set the scene for the 
remainder of the interview. Whilst questioning prisoners directly about their past offending 
could have caused them to feel affronted, the risk of this was deemed low in the current study 
because it was something they spoke about routinely on BrightHorizons. This question did not 
appear to cause any distress, and participants responded to it openly. However, it did begin to 
feel like a blunt opening to the interview. The interview schedule was thus amended to broaden 
this initial question- asking prisoners to describe their backgrounds in terms of upbringing, 
work and education, as well as offending behaviour. It was also made clear to participants 
before the interview started that the interview could be paused or stopped at any time, without 
negative repercussion. 
 
Participants’ emotional well-being was kept in mind at all times throughout the interviews. 
Some participants did become emotional, and on such occasions they were offered a tissue, 
asked if they would like to pause or stop, and reassured to continue in their own time. None 
requested for their interview to be paused or stopped. Fifteen minutes or so was also allowed 
at the end of the interview for debriefing. Participants were sincerely thanked for their time, 
reassured that their data would be anonymous and could be withdrawn, and reminded of further 
avenues of support. Some used this opportunity to offload that the interview had been heavy-
going and/or had given them something to think about. However, many said it had been a 
positive and useful experience, demonstrating that the personal benefits of taking part in 
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research can outweigh the risk of emotional distress (see also McKendy, 2006; Roberts and 
Indermaur, 2008; Fox, Zambrana and Lane, 2011; Bulman, 2012; Millward and Senker, 2012; 
Copes, Hochstetler and Brown, 2013). Being given space and encouraged to speak freely and 
openly is not a frequent occurrence for most prisoners, and appeared to have been appreciated 
in the current study. As demonstrated by fieldnotes: 
 
27.01.2017 On his way out he wished me well very enthusiastically, and 
thanked me for interviewing him, as if I had done something for him. 
 
21.10.2016 Whilst making my tea he commented that the interview had been 
good and useful, because he said he was sure the parole board would ask him 
some similar things like about what he wanted to do next, so he felt like it 
had got him thinking about what he might say to them.  
 
Less positive experiences with participant’s emotions in the current study informed subsequent 
interviews. Questions about the future appeared to have a negative impact on some. Caution 
was exercised around these questions in future interviews, and on one or two occasions where 
it was anticipated that they would cause distress, they were omitted. Sensitivity was exercised, 
and less probing employed when participants appeared to be finding the interview difficult. For 
example, from fieldnotes: 
 
24.10.2016 The interviewee was less talkative than most of the others I have 
spoken to so far- it took quite a lot of prompting from me to get further 
information from her, and she went into much less detail in her responses. I 
felt conscious not to push too much for her to share, as she was clearly 
vulnerable. 
 
Thus, there was potential for emotional distress in the current study. However, prisoners 
could speak to BrightHorizons staff following their interview, and were thus not unsupported 
in the aftermath. 
 
As well as prisoner participants, there is potential risk of harm to prison researchers. The 
physical and emotional well-being of researchers can be a risk when working in prisons 
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(Liebling, 1999; Bloor, Fincham and Sampson, 2010; Brougham and Uttley, 2017; Webber 
and Brunger, 2018). Physical risk in the current study was deemed low. Participating prisoners 
had been cleared to work with young people so were low-risk (see section 4.3.5), and travel 
around the prison was minimal and always escorted. The emotional burden of working in prison 
is commonly reported by prison ethnographers (eg. Liebling, 1999; Reiter, 2014). The risk of 
this was also low in the current study, due to the short and relatively infrequent amount of time 
spent in prisons. Nonetheless, the intensity and intimacy of the interviews meant some time for 
emotional decompression was necessary afterwards, especially following longer and/or 
particularly sad interviews. For example, from fieldnotes: 
 
17.08.2016 The interview was very emotional, at one point I felt myself very 
close to tears… The details about her being pregnant when she first went to 
[named prison] were particularly difficult to digest. 
 
Any negative emotions experienced from the interviews were manageable due to a strong 
support network of supervisors, colleagues, friends and family throughout the PhD.  Much of 
the emotional impact was offset by regular debriefing with the project supervisor, often via 
phone or email immediately following a prison visit, and any significant worries or concerns 
relieved and discussed in supervision meetings. 
 
 Most interviews ended optimistically, having been a positive experience on both sides. For 
example, from fieldnotes:  
 
22.06.2017 When I had stopped the recorder the participant remarked “That 
wasn’t too bad actually”, and we laughed. I asked if he had been expecting 
it to be horrible and he said he hadn’t, but he didn’t think it would make him 
feel so “enthusiastic about life”. This felt really nice to hear- as I was walking 
back to [named location] it occurred to me how lucky I am that through the 
research process, I might actually be indirectly helping the prisoners. This 
felt really rewarding and I felt grateful to be doing something that was so 
meaningful and powerful. 
 
Some participants expressed high expectations regarding how their data would be used and the 
impact the research would have. This resulted in an unanticipated amount of pressure to not let 
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the prisoners down, to do their stories justice, and to ensure the research made a difference. 
Prisoners’ expectations were managed by informing them their views would be fairly 
represented, but there was no guarantee that anything would change as a result. 
4.5 Reflections and limitations 
 
The rigour and quality of qualitative research can be judged according to trustworthiness, 
credibility, applicability and consistency (Hammarberg, Kirkman and de Lacey, 2016). Efforts 
were made to ensure this in the current study, but there were some limitations. These are 
discussed below.  
 
4.5.1 Reflexivity 
 
There is a need for reflexivity, which refers to the consideration of the role of the researcher 
and how they can influence the construction of knowledge at all stages of the research process 
(Wincup, 2017). Interviewer characteristics and behaviour can potentially influence the 
conversations had, the data subsequently gathered, and the process of analysing this data 
(Payne and Payne, 2004; Ormston et al., 2013). This may be particularly likely in prison 
research due to the disparate lives of  the researcher and participants, and the power imbalance 
this can create (Jones, 1995; Millward and Senker, 2012; Schinkel, 2013). The most obvious 
characteristics recognised in the current study were gender, ethnicity, criminal justice status 
and education. To reduce the likelihood of any negative effects in the current study, a 
humanistic approach was taken. Care was taken to communicate openness, interest and 
sympathy, whilst avoiding any explicit expression of opinions (see also Blagden and 
Pemberton, 2010). Potential influences of the interviewer upon participants were considered 
throughout interviews, reflected on in fieldnotes, and kept in mind during analysis.  
 
4.5.2 Reactivity  
 
Qualitative research must also be mindful of reactivity, which refers to the ways in which 
participants modify their behaviour out of awareness of being researched. Care was taken to be 
mindful of this in the current study throughout the analysis and writing up process. The 
accuracy of data provided by prisoners is often of concern, given the many reasons they may 
have for over- or under-reporting details related to their experiences, such as memory decay, 
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telescoping, misunderstanding/interpretation of events, or legal aspects (Copes, Hochstetler 
and Brown, 2013). The situational demands of prison may also render prisoners unable to 
express anti-social goals, and findings can be misleading as a result (McMurran et al., 2008; 
Schlosser, 2008). Such pressures may make prisoners particularly vulnerable to suppressing or 
adapting their version of events to be consistent with the version they feel is expected- 
especially if they fear that not conforming to the desired version could negatively impact them 
(such as being removed from the programme or refused parole) (see also Presser, 2004; Stiles 
et al., 2012).  
 
Offenders often employ ‘accounts’- defined as statements made to explain undesirable 
behaviour and bridge the gap between actions and expectations, including the use of excuses 
and justifications- to neutralise an act or its consequences (Sykes and Matza, 1957; Scott and 
Lyman, 1968; Maruna and Copes, 2005; Maruna and Mann, 2006). Taking responsibility for 
their offence was part of BrightHorizons’ selection criteria (see section 4.3.5). Such ‘accounts’ 
were rare in the current study. This may have reflected genuine acceptance of responsibility, 
or these prisoners may have been well-practiced at adhering to the expected discourse of having 
done so (see also Abrams, Kim and Anderson-Nathe, 2005). ‘Accounts’ were identifiable on a 
few occasions, suggesting some prisoners neutralised their behaviour for the purposes of the 
research, despite this going against BrightHorizons’ expectations. This could have been due to 
talking to a different audience, as accounts are said to be “situated” according to the statuses 
of the interactants (Scott and Lyman, 1968, p. 46). It is also possible that prisoners in the current 
study were presenting themselves as highly motivated because this was expected of them, what 
they wanted others to think of them, and what they perceived would be beneficial to them. 
Participants’ responses may also have been influenced by their awareness that their data was 
being used to evaluate the programme. Loyalty towards BrightHorizons and/or fears around 
the future of the programme may have led them to over-emphasise the positive aspects of 
participating. These potential influences on prisoners’ accounts of their motivation were kept 
in mind throughout. However, ultimately the aim of the current study was to explore prisoners’ 
perceptions of motivation for programmes, from those participating in them. Despite inevitable 
limitations of self-report data, interviews were the best way to access these insights. Future 
studies could also collect data from other groups involved in programme delivery, such as 
programme staff, prison staff and prisoners’ families, to explore prisoners’ motivation for 
programmes from multiple perspectives. Additionally, an observational component could be 
incorporated- thus achieving a degree of data triangulation (Hastings, 2010; Carter et al., 2014). 
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4.5.3 Selection bias  
 
Selection bias occurs when data is not collected from all those in a potential sample, and those 
included may differ in important ways from those who were left out, thus the results that are 
drawn do not reflect the whole potential population (Payne and Payne, 2004; McGuire, 2015). 
It might be assumed that those with positive experiences of and loyalty towards BrightHorizons 
may have been more inclined to take part than those with negative experiences. This could 
skew the results towards positive accounts of participating, meaning the findings may not be 
generalizable to all prisoners who have experience of participating in BrightHorizons. Had 
prisoners been randomly selected, the risk of this would have been lower. However, it is also 
possible that those with negative experiences might have wanted to take part in the research to 
air their grievances to an independent audience. Regardless, purposive, convenience sampling 
was the most feasible and appropriate strategy for the current study and made the research more 
manageable.  
 
As already noted, selection bias may have been introduced via recruitment of prisoners being 
carried out by BrightHorizons staff (see section 4.3.4). This was necessary because it was not 
realistic for prisoners to be contacted directly. A potential risk of this was that staff, who were 
heavily invested in the results of the study, could have put forward prisoners whom they 
thought would provide favourable evaluations of the programme, and/or omitted those who 
might hold negative opinions (Abbott et al., 2018). The below extract, taken from fieldnotes, 
demonstrates such ‘cherry-picking’: 
 
04.07.2016 [Named staff member] referred a few times to having ‘chosen’ 
Darren from a group of potential ex-BrightHorizons prisoners, because she 
felt he would be happiest to speak to me. She also said he had had a good 
experience with BrightHorizons and chose to leave for personal reasons. 
 
This referred to a participant in one of the pilot interviews. It was subsequently reiterated to 
BrightHorizons staff that any current or ex- team members were eligible, in order to gather a 
variety of perspectives. However, it is believed that the risk of selection bias was relatively low 
overall. As the interviews progressed, a balance of views were expressed. Of those who were 
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eligible to take part, only one current BrightHorizons participant declined. The high take-up 
rate suggests the advantages of the recruitment method outweighed the disadvantages.  
 
4.5.4 Generalisability  
 
BrightHorizons only worked with certain prison populations meaning the research accessed a 
particular sample (described in section 4.3.5). This gives rise to issues of the generalisability 
of the results to other prison populations (both within and between prisons). Due to the 
eligibility criteria for the current study (see section 4.3.3), the prisoners that were interviewed 
had all remained participating for at least three months, which could have reflected that they 
were already motivated and committed to BrightHorizons to some degree. Thus, accounts of 
those who had dropped out or been asked to leave before 3 months - possibly due to insufficient 
motivation - were missed. This was partly mitigated by the decision to include ex-participants 
in the sample (see section 4.3.3). However, only four ex-participants were recruited and it was 
not known how many other potentially eligible ex-participants were either not invited to take 
part, or opted not to. The current study was primarily interested in the motivation of prisoners 
who were participating in the programme.  
 
Being a qualitative case study of one specific (and unusual) prison-based rehabilitation 
programme also means the current findings may not generalise to other programmes. However, 
qualitative methods are concerned with the depth of understanding rather than breadth, often 
with regards to a specific issue or phenomenon in a certain population and in a particular 
context, hence generalizability of qualitative research findings is usually not an expected 
attribute (Higginbottom, 2004; Leung, 2015; Hammarberg, Kirkman and de Lacey, 2016). This 
does not mean that learning from the current study cannot be applied to different contexts 
(Mays and Pope, 1995; Hammarberg, Kirkman and de Lacey, 2016). To maximise 
transferability of the current findings, the context and particulars of BrightHorizons are clearly 
set out (see section 1.5), and key similarities and differences between BrightHorizons and other 
prison-based rehabilitation programmes are discussed throughout this thesis. Also 
demonstrated is the ways in which BrightHorizons fits within relevant theory and empirical 
research within the field of prison-based programming, including peer support, cognitive-
behavioural programming, strengths-based rehabilitation and desistance.  
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4.5.5 The issue of rapport 
 
Insufficient rapport can have negative implications for the depth of data collected and quality 
of analysis (Creswell and Miller, 2000; Shenton, 2004; Morrow, 2005). Building and 
maintaining rapport with prisoners can be challenging (Liebling, 2001; Patenaude, 2004; Fox, 
Zambrana and Lane, 2011), yet it is essential that participants feel comfortable enough with 
the researcher to speak openly about their lives. In the current study, aforementioned 
familiarisation visits to the prison ensured that a certain level of rapport had already been built 
with most participants before their interview, because the two parties had already met (see also 
Blagden and Pemberton, 2010). For the few exceptions, it was ensured that fifteen minutes or 
so was spent establishing rapport immediately before the interview. To maintain rapport, 
warmth and compassion were expressed throughout interviews- without crossing boundaries. 
For example by pausing between questions, conveying sympathy, and reducing the pace and 
intensity of the interview when necessary. 
 
4.5.6 Cross-sectional design 
 
This study was cross-sectional in design, collecting data from each participant at one point in 
time (Levin, 2006). Although this is an acceptable approach (see also Gullone, Jones and 
Cummins, 2000; Finkelstein, Penner and Brannick, 2005), it is limited due to relying on 
people’s present recollections about the past, which are likely to be influenced by subsequent 
outcomes and present circumstances (Scott and Alwin, 1998; Schwarz, 2007). People can 
distort past events to make sense of the current state of affairs, and to present a coherent and 
socially acceptable self- consciously or otherwise adopting various psychological mechanisms 
(eg. rationalisation, denial) which influence their current perceptions of past aspirations 
(Farrington, 1979; Scott and Alwin, 1998). As well as the risk of recall bias when collecting 
data retrospectively, the issue of forgetting and not being able to establish cause and effect are 
also limitations of cross-sectional designs.  
 
More conclusive data could be derived using a longitudinal design, interviewing and re-
interviewing the same participants at different time points, in order to uncover unfolding 
changes (Scott and Alwin, 1998). Prospective longitudinal studies mean events can be recorded 
soon after they happen, before they can be distorted by retrospective reinterpretation in the 
light of later occurrences (Farrington, 1979). Whilst it is often preferable to collect data on 
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people’s lives as they are living them (Scott and Alwin, 1998), longitudinal designs are 
practically challenging, thus cross-sectional studies are more common (Farrington, 1979), and 
can be used for preliminary exploration before cumbersome longitudinal studies are conducted 
(Shahar and Shahar, 2013; Caruana et al., 2015). This study did not seek to ascertain cause and 
effect, the recall period for respondents was generally only a few months (and no longer than 
a few years), and a longitudinal study was not feasible. Thus, the cross-sectional design 
employed was the most appropriate, for reasons set out below. 
 
A longitudinal design was not feasible for the current study due to time constraints, working 
within the remit of the BrightHorizons evaluation, and the unpredictability of participants’ 
whereabouts in the prison system. Given the lack of existing qualitative exploration of 
prisoners’ motivation, and insights from prisoners as they participate in programmes (see 
section 1.6.3), the current analysis of cross-sectional data embedded in retrospective accounts 
of motivation makes a valuable contribution to knowledge. Efforts were made to uncover 
prisoners’ perceptions of how their motivation had changed over time, within the constraints 
of this research design. Namely- participants were asked to reflect on their pre-prison lives and 
experiences of adjustment to imprisonment prior to joining BrightHorizons, and their initial 
motivation for joining; to describe what currently kept them motivated to continue 
participating; and to recall any instances whereby they had felt demotivated and/or particularly 
invigorated to participate (see also Schlosser, 2008). Furthermore, the sample included 
prisoners at various stages of their prison sentence and with varying degrees of involvement 
with BrightHorizons, thus it was possible to explore potential differences in accounts of 
motivation according to the length of time they had spent in prison and/or on the programme. 
A future study could interview participants about their motivation concurrently at different time 
points - before, during and after participating in a prison-based programme - to more reliably 
assess change over time. Mixed-methods could also be utilised to explore the congruency of 
qualitative accounts against empirically validated quantitative scale measurements of 
motivation.   
 
4.6 Concluding comments 
 
This chapter has outlined the methodological approach adopted for this study and provided the 
rationale and justification behind elements of the research design. The step-by-step procedures 
for gaining access, designing the interview schedule, sampling and recruiting participants, 
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conducting the interviews, and managing and analysing the data have been outlined. Some of 
the main issues and challenges typical of qualitative research with prisoners have been covered, 
and ethical considerations and procedures that were followed in order to manage these were 
described. Finally, reflections on the research process and limitations of the study were 
considered. Having established the methodological basis of this research, the next chapter 
comprises the first empirical analysis chapter.     
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“The secret of change is to focus all of your energy, not on fighting the old, but 
on building the new.” (Socrates) 
 
Chapter 5. “It just ticked every single box”: Initial motivation to join 
BrightHorizons 
 
5. 1 Introduction 
 
This chapter explores the accounts of prisoners’ initial motivations for participating in 
BrightHorizons. The analysis shows that motivation to join the programme was multifaceted, 
reflecting a combination of internalised, ‘intrinsic’ motivators to ‘give back’ to the community, 
to personally change for the better, and to make amends for their past. Motivation for which 
seemed to be linked to the degree to which they had adjusted to prison, taken responsibility for 
their crimes, and stated intention to desist from crime. However, such internal factors were 
coupled with ‘extrinsic’, short-term motives brought about by the prison environment- to make 
their immediate situation bearable, keep busy, and maximise their potential for release. 
Importantly, the decision to participate in BrightHorizons was also made in a context whereby 
any alternative opportunities for work and/or programmes were limited, and not particularly 
appealing. Overall, prisoners expressed various simultaneous initial motives that spanned the 
SDT continuum.  
 
This chapter first explores the prisoners’ stated main motive for participating – which was to 
give something back by helping young people. It then considers the ways in which the 
individual characteristics of this particular cohort of prisoners appears to have influenced their 
motivation to participate, and how joining the programme appeared to fit into the rehabilitation 
journey which they stated that they were already on. It then describes some of the initial 
concerns prisoners had when joining. Finally, it explores prisoners’ decisions to join the 
programme in the context that there were few alternative options, within which more extrinsic 
motives are evident.  
 
5.2. Intrinsic factors  
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As outlined in section 3.4.2, intrinsic motivation refers to engaging in behaviours for their 
inherent satisfaction, including enjoyment, interest and challenge (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). 
Within SDT, integrated regulation is a well-internalised form of extrinsic motivation whereby 
behaviours are engaged in because they are congruent with other goals and values, and thus 
experienced as autonomous and self-regulated- but are not intrinsically motivated, because they 
are still engaged in for instrumental reasons rather than pure interest and enjoyment (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000a). Participation in BrightHorizons appeared to have been motivated by a 
combination of intrinsic and integrated regulations. Namely, anticipated interest and enjoyment 
of the programme itself, and recognition that it could help them achieve important rehabilitative 
goals. Prisoners stated that their participation in BrightHorizons was driven by two interlinked 
factors - to give something back through helping young people, and to aid them on their 
rehabilitation journeys. This suggests they had internalised the dual aims of BrightHorizons to 
divert young people from prison and support the rehabilitation of prisoners (see also Palmer, 
1984). The two themes of giving back and rehabilitative journeys are now presented. 
 
5.2.1 ‘Giving back’ through helping young people 
 
The most dominant motivation to participate on BrightHorizons was a stated desire to give 
back, in order to make amends for their past behaviour. Prisoners believed that they could 
achieve this by helping the younger generation that BrightHorizons worked with. For example: 
“…that’s the reason why I did BrightHorizons in order to give something back to my peers, my 
younger peers who might be going down the same way.” (Sanjay). Similarly, Tabitha said:  
 
“…what really interested me is like if I could share my story or give my 
testimony to divert one person even at least or for them to hear and thought 
provoke them, that would be enough and giving back in a way as well”  
 
Most prisoners emphasised that they had been genuinely interested in helping young people 
from the outset- which SDT posits underlies fully self-regulated (intrinsic) behaviour. 
However, a few mentioned that BrightHorizons had been explicitly promoted as an opportunity 
to ‘give back’. In light of such external influence, this motive was then not necessarily entirely 
autonomously regulated for some:  
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“…[named staff member] was explaining you can give something back do 
you know what I mean and you can help young people not end up in prison 
so I think that was my main thing that I wanted to do it…” (Lauren) 
 
In their stated desire to ‘give back’ by helping young people, motivation to participate hinged 
on three main sub-themes. Namely, an interest in working with young people, having 
something in common with the cohorts of young people BrightHorizons were working with, 
and wanting to use their experiences to stop young people from making the mistakes they did. 
These points are considered in turn. 
 
First, prisoners described how they were interested in the nature of the work BrightHorizons 
facilitated with young people. The interaction they would have with young people was often 
described as the unique selling point of BrightHorizons and had strong appeal for many when 
they were contemplating joining: “Once I heard it was working with kids, that was it, I was 
sold.” (Marvin). For a few of the prisoners, this was because working with young people had 
been something they had wanted to do for a long time: “I’ve always been interested in youth 
work, again, because of my children’s homes background and like, I’ve always wanted to help 
people in those kinds of situations.” (Jonathan). However, this had never reached fruition, 
possibly due to their lifestyle prior to incarceration: “…because my dream’s always been to 
work with kids but obviously when you get a criminal record for fighting you lose that…” 
(Claire).  
 
For those prisoners without an existing interest in youth work specifically, motivation to join 
BrightHorizons was driven by more general support for the importance of diverting young 
people from prison – which underlies integrated regulation according to SDT – and perceptions 
that doing so was an opportune way for them to give something back: 
“I saw this thing about BrightHorizons and I thought, “Okay, so young 
people actually come into the prison and they’re given an education.”  I 
didn’t know that that was possible and I thought it was a great idea, good 
intervention and I really had something to share with these young people 
given that gang culture is, it’s a problem out there…” (Matthew) 
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Others spoke of how they had developed an interest in social/criminal justice reform since 
coming to prison, which had motivated them to join BrightHorizons: 
“I’ve been studying throughout my whole sentence… my Masters is in 
Management Development. A lot of it is about, maybe, social reform… I 
started getting books out of the library to do with that sort of stuff and a lot 
of conversations I was having was about social reform and I related it back 
to the criminal justice system because, obviously, I’m in it. It’s something 
I’m quite interested in. Thinking about, really, we [prisoners] need to make 
the shift as opposed to the current … I won’t say the Government, but the 
current way it’s done at the present moment. It’s more about who it’s coming 
from. So, I thought, “Do you know what, let’s give it [BrightHorizons] a try. 
See how it goes.”  (Gary) 
Secondly, feeling they had a lot in common with the young people that BrightHorizons brought 
into the prison was a significant part of prisoners’ initial motivation. Reflecting on the 
adversities they had faced before coming to prison meant that many participants on 
BrightHorizons were aware of various issues the young people were likely going through. From 
broken families, living in disadvantaged neighbourhoods and not going to school, to being 
bullied, getting into fights and becoming involved with gangs. These were just some of the 
situations many had experienced themselves prior to their imprisonment. As Kieran said: 
 
“I wanted to give back to the community and help children, because a lot of 
children have been going through a similar life that I've been through. Single 
parent, council estate, bunking off school, getting into fights and things like 
that, gangs. That was my life growing up so I believe young people are going 
through that today and have been going through that since I've been in prison 
so I just want to give back to the community really, and help as much as I 
can.” 
 
Knowing how difficult it was to overcome such barriers, participants stated that they wanted 
to help give others a better chance. They reflected on not having had anybody to confide in 
themselves, so they wanted young people to have someone sympathetic to speak to: 
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“Yes, so I’m kind of good at listening and I’ve been through certain 
situations before and I haven’t had anyone to speak to so I figured if I could 
put, take some of their burden so to say, kind of make it a little bit easier 
because I know what that’d be like when you wanted to speak to someone 
and you couldn’t…” (James) 
 
When reflecting on the help others had tried to give them, they identified that what they had 
never received was the message delivered by somebody ‘real’. Which to these prisoners meant 
somebody whose life experience was not so far removed from their own: “…so many people 
tried to speak to me. Maybe it just didn’t come from the right people. I think meeting someone 
in my position, if I could go and tell my younger self something now, then I’d hope I’d listen.” 
(Gary). They felt that their common ground with the young people gave them the strongest 
chance of getting through to them, which motivated them to try (see also Koons et al., 1997; 
Boyce, Hunter and Hough, 2009; Fletcher and Batty, 2012):  
 
“…it was purely to try to kind of help these young people like I said, I can 
identify with where they’re at, and I can from experience see where that can 
lead so yes, that was my driving force, my motivation to join BrightHorizons 
was to kind of help […] that empathic point is crucial because that’s when 
you know that you’re connecting with someone on a deeper level rather than 
it being quite superficial.” (Jonathan) 
 
Thus, a strong sense of empathy (see Pavey, Greitemeyer and Sparks, 2012) and responsibility 
towards young people underpinned these prisoners’ motivation to give back.  
 
Thirdly, prisoners were motivated to join because they hoped that using their own experience 
could stop young people making similar mistakes to them. Prisoners in this study presented 
themselves as ‘wounded healers’ (see also O’Sullivan, Hart and Healy, 2018):  
 
“I think my main reason [for joining BrightHorizons] is because I don’t know 
whether this would have worked for me when I was getting into trouble…but 
I do know that maybe I might have listened to someone… my belief was 
always when I was a kid was these people don’t understand what’s going on, 
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they don’t have the same experiences as me. To be put in a position where 
now I’ve got the experience, can I pass it on to other people in a way that 
isn’t patronising and doesn’t make a child feel like I’m telling them what to 
do.” (Corey) 
 
That is, wounded healers who were willing and able to help those who may be encountering 
similar problems to their own, but who were less far along in the process of resolving them 
(see LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Heidemann et al., 2016). They did not want young 
people to suffer the same consequences they had, and so wanted to use their hindsight to help 
them make better choices. Participants stated that they were keen to take up the rare opportunity 
that BrightHorizons offered to work in a context whereby their position as prisoners could 
actually be advantageous (see also Chan, 2014):  
 
“I thought I had something to offer bearing in mind that I could relate to a 
lot of the young guys coming in quite young and I did sense a complacency 
in some of the, the initial group that I saw kind of worried me that I think 
that complacency is what underpinned my decisions and my coming to prison 
if you like so I was keen to get involved…I was keen to give back, share some 
of my experiences, make sure, a little cliché but make sure they weren’t in 
vain” (Ed) 
 
Prisoners talked about wanting to use their experience in slightly different ways. Those with 
an expansive criminal career to draw upon (mainly male prisoners) recounted the repertoire of 
knowledge and understanding of the consequences of offending and imprisonment that they 
could impart to the young people participating in BrightHorizons. They were hopeful that by 
drawing upon everything they had learned, they would reach a range of young people and 
reduce the risk of them following in their footsteps (see Barry, 2007; Ward and Maruna, 2007): 
 
“My initial reasons for the role I think was that one I’ve obviously lived a 
really long criminal lifestyle. I’ve seen all sorts from you know, all sorts of 
devastation that comes with it. I’ve seen the highs and lows and there are 
more lows than there are highs […] I think I’m in a unique position to kind 
of, you know, either both kind of you know try and talk to young people and 
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kind of give them some advice as to why not to follow me down the road…” 
(Jordan) 
 
Prisoners also talked about how they wished to speak to young people about the potential 
consequences of their actions. For some (especially women), this was focused on the impact 
of their behaviour on the people they cared about: 
“I wanted to help the young people, I want to give something back to the 
community…I can relate to these young girls, you know, some of them are 
getting into relationships or they’re going out with drug dealers or they think 
it’s cool to be this girl with these boys and I just want to give them that 
message to let them know that just the short term’s not worth the long term… 
I’ve now got an eleven year sentence and I’m now away from my daughter 
and I’m away from my family and my family love me very much and to put 
them through that and, you know, to be able to live with that every day is, it 
is hard…” (Erica) 
 
Men tended to focus more on the consequence of being in prison itself, and wanting to help 
young people to understand the realities of imprisonment: 
 
“I wanted to take part just to make a change in children’s lives to tell them 
what the lifestyle is of prison, I wanted to actually teach them what prison 
life is about.  It’s not all about dropping the soap in the shower and all that 
bollocks what they come out with; they’ve been watching too much TV 
programmes do you know what I mean?” (Darren) 
“Giving back, helping the kids, also showing them that prison's not always 
what it seems to be on the outside… Prison's a hard thing to understand 
because if you've never been inside and done at least a little bit of it, it's very 
hard to comprehend how people do live or go through prison…It feels like 
your life on the outside has stopped and you've now obtained a new life but 
when you leave this new life and go back on the outside, nobody on the 
outside understands your life here so it does mess you up in that sense. I think 
those were the reasons.” (Marvin) 
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Other prisoners spoke about wanting to use their experience to communicate the importance of 
talking to people and getting an education to young people:  
 
“…to make them see that they can have a better life and they don’t have to 
do what they’re doing and not still have them feelings as long as they’re 
talking about them. […] Yes, help them more than keeping it inside because 
that’s what I did and to make them, and to make them see that they’re not 
alone.” (Claire) 
 
“…these young people like, they feel like they’ve got so much chances in life 
when you haven’t…when I was at secondary school… and the teachers 
would be like, these moments are going to define your life… I used to think, 
“What are you talking about?”…but what they’re saying is actually true… 
some of them now, they’re still in the age where they haven’t taken their 
GCSE’s or something like that, they have got time to change, so them coming 
here [BrightHorizons] might tell them, “Focus on your studies because it is 
possible that you can get good GCSE’s now and go further.” (Steven) 
 
Some prisoners (especially men) wanted to communicate the consequences of associating with 
anti-social peers and giving in to social pressure to the young people: 
 
“So I thought if I can intervene in some of the lives of young people that are 
in gangs as well as young people involved in other crimes…then there would 
be some hope that they can change and step away and they can leave it 
behind them because it is tough with the peer pressure and all the rest of it 
to make your own decisions and make the right choice but yes, that was 
probably my main motivation.” (Matthew) 
  
Others, especially ‘less experienced’ offenders (including those on their first prison sentence, 
sometimes for their first offence) wanted to demonstrate to young people through their own 
experience how quickly situations can escalate and how anybody can end up in prison. They 
hoped this may encourage young people to be more vigilant. These narratives were particularly 
dominant within women’s accounts - all but one of whom were in prison for the first time. 
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They often recalled that their involvement in crime had been a result of their relationships. For 
example, Kiera - who had been sentenced under the joint enterprise doctrine that she herself 
had been unaware of - wanted to: “put it out there and let these people, just kids, know that it’s 
not like dandy, dandy…you can get arrested for something you didn’t physically do.” Similarly, 
Joanna, in prison for being in possession of her boyfriends’ firearm, explained she had joined 
BrightHorizons because: 
 
“…I kind of wanted to use my story as it doesn’t matter whether you get in 
trouble or not because like with me…I’ve always been a good girl, gone, 
always studied, gone to school, had a good job. I’ve just lived my life carefree 
and been always law abiding as well and then it just took that one person to 
change everything for me…because of someone’s mistake I’m in here […] 
So, I thought that would kind of like be me helping other people in a way.” 
 
Indeed, initial alliance with BrightHorizons’ aims was also linked to prisoner’s expressed belief 
that this kind of support may have made a difference to them. Many had been offending since 
they were young themselves, and stated that they had considered how such an initiative might 
have helped them when deciding whether to join the programme. Through relating it to their 
own circumstances, they could see the potential effectiveness of BrightHorizons for changing 
young people’s lives, and were keen to be part of it: 
 
“…if I’m honest with you I kind of thought that maybe if I was, if I had that 
kind of heads up it could have made a difference with me but it’s difficult to 
know for certain but so yes, simply, I kind of thought that yes it seemed an 
effective intervention so I tried it.” (Ed) 
 
Those prisoners who had identified lack of direction, structure and positive role models as part 
of their own pathway to offending expressed particularly firm assertions that “…if we had this 
when we were younger, I definitely would have changed” (Marvin). For those who were less 
sure of this, the possibility that they might positively impact on young people was enough to 
motivate them to join BrightHorizons, because they had at least tried:  
 
“…I’m thinking to myself like when I was young I never had nothing like 
that. Whether I would have listened or not is another matter but I never had 
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nothing like that when I was younger so I thought to myself, do you know 
what, mate, you might go down there and talk to people until you’re blue in 
the face and they’ll never listen to you but at least you’re doing something…” 
(Mick) 
 
Across these personal nuances in prisoners’ accounts, they were generally primarily motivated 
to join BrightHorizons because they saw it as an opportunity to transform their (negative) life 
experiences into something positive, to pass down to others in similar situations and stop them 
making the same mistakes. The theme of giving back is separated into three points in this 
section. However, there was overlap. Prisoners often stated that they had been motivated to 
join BrightHorizons out of a combination of interest in working with young people, recognition 
of their common ground with and empathy towards the young people, and a desire to use their 
experiences to help others- reflective of both intrinsic and well-internalised extrinsic 
motivation on the SDT continuum. 
 
5.2.2. BrightHorizons as part of a wider ‘rehabilitation journey’ 
 
Clearly then, prisoners’ accounts indicated a strong stated desire to make amends and give back 
through working with young people. In explaining this, considerations regarding the nature of 
the sample of prisoners that were interviewed are important. Namely, that this cohort of 
prisoners had generally been serving long sentences (see section 4.3.5) and appeared to have 
become well-adjusted to the prison environment, to have taken responsibility for their past 
behaviour, and to be motivated to change and desist from crime. These are considered in turn. 
 
Firstly, the prisoners that comprised this sample were mostly serving long sentences. Many 
spoke of how this had given them time to adjust to being in prison, to think carefully about 
how they were going to live out their sentence, and to have participated in other prison-based 
programmes. Many had already addressed and largely overcome any difficulties they had faced 
in adjusting to prison by the time they joined BrightHorizons. For example, they had become 
familiar with and relatively settled into the prison regime, knew what they believed they had 
to do to get through it, and had decided what they wanted to get out of their time in prison. 
Namely, that they wanted to use it constructively (see also Schinkel, 2015b, 2015a; Crewe, 
Hulley and Wright, 2017). This broader motivation to use their time in prison to do something 
useful had underpinned the decision to join BrightHorizons for many (see also Lin, 2002; 
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Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Boothby, 2011; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Giertsen et al., 
2015; Clinks, 2016). For example: 
 
“Settling in wasn’t an issue because this is the second time I’ve been here so 
I knew exactly how to conduct myself…it’s just getting to use this time as a 
positive rather than the last time when I just stayed on my same tracks but I 
thought this time I have to make a decision to use this time because I was in 
here longer now than the previous sentence…so that’s what I had in my mind 
from day one.” (Sanjay) 
 
“I think at least of recent years I’ve reached a place of peace and, I don’t 
know, acceptance if you like. I don’t know it may be just a process of 
maturing, I think if you’ve got the right mind state and use your time in this 
place in the right way, invest it as opposed to trying to kill it; some people 
try to kill time. I’ve done something productive with it so I have to take solace 
in that” (Ed) 
 
In addition, due to their long sentences, many had already put a substantial amount of work 
into rehabilitative activities, such as addressing substance use issues and/or undertaking forms 
of therapy, to help them cope with prison life. For example: 
 
“…when I came into prison I was like when I heard life sentence, thirteen 
years, I thought no, I can’t do that, I’m just going to kill myself. […] it was 
a hard battle to overcome that and I did psychotherapy for two years to 
overcome the shock of the prison life…” (Tabitha) 
 
Prisoners tended to agree that without first addressing such issues, they would unlikely have 
been motivated to participate in BrightHorizons in the ways described in the previous section. 
Indeed, some spoke about how feeling unsettled and having difficulty adjusting had been a 
barrier they had had to overcome before getting involved in BrightHorizons: “…when I was in 
the induction I learnt about it [BrightHorizons] but I weren’t going to do it… I don’t know why 
there was something that said, “Don’t do it”…I think it was more that I didn’t want to be in 
this prison” (Corey). However, it should also be stressed that for a few, adjusting and accepting 
was something they were evidently still battling with:  
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“Just being in prison for too long, being just locked in a cell for eleven years 
whilst everyone’s out evolving and not being able to make money makes me 
angry…the lack of progression makes me angry, the fact that I’m stuck not 
being able to do anything, that makes me angry.”  (Mick) 
 
“I just can’t adjust to this, it’s like a, it’s not like having an organised chaos, 
it’s just chaos. So, everybody seems to think that they know where they’ve 
got to go and everyone seems to think that this is working, none of this is 
working. So, for that reason alone, I’m not even trying to adapt, you know, 
or because this situation just take each day as it comes and hope that 
tomorrow is the day you go home.” (Joe) 
 
Even those who felt that they had adjusted to prison life were nonetheless acutely aware of the 
deprivations they faced (see also Palmer, 1984; Crewe, Hulley and Wright, 2017):  
 
“…you get used to people making choices for you and not being able to see 
your family when you want, what have you. I think all the creature comforts 
and the routines you adapt to pretty quickly but the stuff like being deprived 
of opportunity or being able to progress with your life and meet a wife, have 
kids and all these kind of things that people do in the natural course of life. 
So they occur to you the longer you do…” (Ed) 
 
However, taking part in things that might benefit them appeared to have provided many with a 
way of coping (see also Schinkel, 2015a). Coping with being somewhere they did not want to 
be, fighting back against the state of helplessness imprisonment had enforced upon them, 
establishing some kind of normality, and taking back a little bit of control over their lives and 
what happened to them as a result (a point that is returned to in section 6.3) (see also Lin, 2002; 
Rowe, 2016). As Jordan said of his experience of imprisonment on his third, ten-year prison 
sentence: 
 
“…it can be difficult but I’ve kind of trained myself to be as positive as I 
possibly can because obviously I’ve got to do the sentence; it’s not going to 
change… so I’ve used kind of studying and just trying to get as much 
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knowledge and information in my head as possible to occupy my time… put 
myself in a good place so that I can deal with whatever is out there, you 
know? […] I mean obviously I can’t control what people are going to do but 
if I can get a bit more control over what I am going to do then hopefully that 
controls the outcome of what happens.” 
 
Striving to gain something personally valuable from the time they had lost outside, and actively 
deciding what they were going to take away from participating in various activities had thus 
allowed them to assert some degree of autonomy within the prison walls.  
 
Secondly, prisoners described how they had started to accept responsibility for their past 
actions, and through this found motivation to at least consider making changes to their lives 
(see also Crewe and Ievins, 2019). This was sometimes described as the result of having had 
time to think and to have undertaken various other rehabilitative activities. As Jonathan said of 
his time in a therapeutic prison: 
 
“I went there and I had to grow up to be honest with you (laughter), that’s 
what it boils down to really, I had to grow up, take responsibility, understand 
about what was my responsibility as well as what wasn’t my responsibility, 
things like events I’d been through in my childhood and at the end find 
resolution and say you know what, I can let go of all of that, I can’t allow all 
those negative things that happened to me as a child keep dictating my 
behaviour, grow up, put it to bed, move on.” 
 
Having taken responsibility for and accepted the consequences of their behaviour, some spoke 
of being willing to participate in anything within the prison that could put them in a stronger 
position for the future they were now focused on: 
 
“I’m quite willing to do anything. I don’t feel like I’m being pressured to do 
it, it’s just a part of what comes with being in prison…I made that choice so 
now if these are the things that I have to do to be able to proceed and be 
better when I get out…then that’s the consequences.”(Erica) 
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Interpreted through the lens of SDT, this suggests that programme participation was an (at least 
somewhat) autonomously regulated behaviour for some. In taking responsibility for their past 
behaviour, prisoners often stated that they had distanced themselves from the person they had 
been when they offended- by starting to take responsibility for what they were doing in the 
here and now, and taking steps to move them towards the kind of person they wanted to be in 
the future (see Maruna and Mann, 2006). For example, Kieran described how, after a shaky 
start to serving his sentence, knowing he was going to be in prison for a long time had led him 
to start reflecting on his behaviour, and ultimately his stated decision to change. A decision he 
acted on and consolidated through participating in prison-based programmes: 
 
“I was a bit of a problem at the beginning, very disrespectful to staff and I 
had this attitude where I just didn't care. Then once I got convicted, I had to 
really check myself and I began to participate in courses and I started to 
learn a bit about myself and I tried to make things right…” 
 
Lastly, these prisoners described early-stage intentions to desist from crime. Some associated 
the onset of their motivation to change their offending behaviour with other rehabilitative work 
they had already undertaken - most commonly participation in TC and/or certain intensive drug 
treatment programmes (see also Brookes, 2010; Marsh, 2011; Stevens, 2013; Frank et al., 
2015; Giertsen et al., 2015; Kopak et al., 2015; Elison et al., 2016). Some suggested such 
programmes had helped them to recognise their problems and initiated the change process:   
 
“…the first few years of my sentence I was still using drugs and stuff like that 
and I was just in a really dark place spiritually and emotionally, I was in a 
really, really dark place and I knew something needed to change and I ended 
up coming to this prison to do the RAPt programme, like and that’s where it 
started to change for me, yes, things started to look a lot brighter.” (Elouise) 
 
However, others emphasised that they had come to this decision autonomously, rather than as 
a direct result of a particular programme or event: “I don’t believe in that, “Oh I’m bad luck” 
anymore… you make your own luck and I just decided do you know what, I need to make my 
life better for the change and… the only person that’s going to do it is me…” (Keira) (see also 
Giordano, Cernkovich and Rudolph, 2002). As Keira’s quote suggests, a common narrative 
was that, regardless of any opportunities they may have been given, fundamentally they had 
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made these changes on their own: “…prison is not here to rehabilitate you. It's just giving you 
the amenities to do it. You've got to make the choice. It starts with you and it ends with you.” 
(Marvin). Thus demonstrating a sense of autonomy and personal agency that has been 
identified as important for offender change (see Healy and O’Donnell, 2008; King, 2012; Lloyd 
and Serin, 2012; Healy, 2013; Liem and Richardson, 2014; Paternoster et al., 2015; Fleetwood, 
2016):  
 
“…there is opportunities for rehabilitation but I think the onus is on you as 
an individual just to do your sentence in a certain way or a certain mindset 
that they can give you opportunities but some of them seem more superficial 
so I think there’s no substitute for that internal process that goes on often 
behind your door, like forget offender behaviour programme or any course 
they may offer in education.” (Ed) 
 
“This sentence I’ve had to make a clear, really difficult decision. I mean it 
was something that I was kind of working on before I got this sentence that I 
needed to move away from my peers; I needed to move away from the 
network you know… I’ve realised to myself that if I don’t sort my life out then 
I could possibly die in prison, do you know what I mean? And that’s the 
reality… this sentence has really kind of made me focus the mind to make me 
realise do you know what, you have to make that choice. You’re either going 
to continue down this road and die either out there or die in prison, or change 
what you do, do you know, and that’s where I’m at, at the minute, you know.” 
(Jordan) 
 
As the extract from Jordan’s account suggests, some spoke of how a more gradual process of 
ageing, maturing and reprioritising had led them to re-evaluate their life choices and where 
they were headed. Again, often in the context of the long sentences that they were serving:  
 
“Yes, I just, obviously, this is the longest I’ve been in jail so I do believe the 
sentence has a major part to play in it and also, I think that having my 
daughter as well and I’m getting older as well so it’s time to prioritise, innit, 
those things are appealing and good in the short run but in the long term, 
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it’s kind of got me where I am today to be honest with you. So, that’s, in that 
aspect I think I’ve changed.” (James) 
 
Rather than the opportunity to participate in BrightHorizons providing the catalyst for change 
itself then, the programme appeared to have appealed to what prisoners described as existing 
motivation to change. They could see that the values of rehabilitation and making amends that 
had already begun to guide their actions would be addressed by the activities promoted by 
BrightHorizons (see also Lin, 2002; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 2006; Gideon, 2010; 
Groshkova, 2010): 
 
“I know my life story and plus before I came to BrightHorizons I was already 
reflecting on things where I went wrong and all the decisions I’ve made in 
my life so was very cautious of a lot of things so BrightHorizons came to me 
at the right time, it’s like when I was making a change they came to me and 
made it easier.” (Tyreese) 
 
Thus, they had recognised the relevance of participating in BrightHorizons for continuing on 
their desistance journeys (see also Jackson and Innes, 2000; McMurran et al., 2008; Roth and 
Manger, 2014; Hulley, 2016). There were subtle differences, however, in the extent to which 
prisoners described they had committed to the idea of desistance upon joining BrightHorizons. 
Some joined in the hope that it would help them to recognise things they needed to change to 
engender a positive future. As Joe said: “hopefully it can help me in terms of managing myself 
on the outside, giving me a look at the things that I’ve done in the past, perhaps that has led 
me to here.” Some as a means to address specific behaviours: “to rehabilitate myself, address 
my issues and help me on my journey because I was on Methadone” (Sanjay). Others to help 
them explore new, non-offending identities more generally: “I think I kind of came into this 
programme to become a better person” (Anthony). For others still, participation was thought 
to allow them to exercise newfound identities as ‘desisters’ that they felt they had already 
assumed: 
 
“I know some people come [onto the programme] and by talking about things 
it kind of reinforces or reaffirms kind of the stance that they’ve taken that 
they don’t want to offend no more but I’d already achieved all of that…” 
(Jonathan) 
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Regardless of whereabouts they were individually in terms of transitions towards desistance, 
the common element was that they had all come to understand the nature of their problems well 
enough to have identified that they needed to do something different. They stated that they 
were motivated to explore this in more detail (as BrightHorizons required) (see Giordano, 
Cernkovich and Rudolph, 2002; McNeill et al., 2012a)- reflecting SDTs identified and/or 
integrated behavioural regulation. Even those who had made considerable leeway with 
transitions towards desistance already were open to the possibility that participating in 
BrightHorizons could help them further: “I knew it was something that would benefit me as 
well and develop a greater awareness of your offending behaviour…” (Ed). Whilst the majority 
of prisoners in the current study recalled having already had the will to change before joining 
BrightHorizons, the programme was perceived as a rare and superior way to start acting on 
this- at least within the parameters of their immediate circumstances (see section 5.3.1). 
 
5.2.3 Initial concerns around joining BrightHorizons 
 
The majority of prisoners in this sample then were highly motivated to join BrightHorizons 
from the outset. Despite this, most of them spoke of having had some initial concerns about 
joining. This was sometimes due to not having any previous experience to draw upon. For 
Elouise: “I’d never done anything like this before so I was quite anxious”. Other times because 
they did not know what to expect: “joining the programme you don’t really know what’s 
involved in it” (James). This could lead to doubts about whether they would be suitable for the 
role: “when I came here and I was like okay… you have to get up in front of people and speak 
and write on a board and I was like oh my god, I can’t do this…” (Anthony). Such concerns 
around standing up in front of a group and presenting workshops, particularly roleplays, were 
common: “No, no, no I am not standing up, I am not going to do that. I’m not doing no role 
plays, I can’t stand up in front of people, no, that’s not me” (Claire). As were worries about 
how the young people would respond to them: “…you just think how am I going to talk to these 
little girls?...You get that oh my gosh, how will I relate to them or how am I going to talk to 
them or who am I to talk to them?”(Keira).  
 
Due to such initial concerns, many mentioned that they had needed encouragement from 
somebody else to apply to BrightHorizons- suggesting that motivation to join was also partly 
externalised. This was either a fellow prisoner or friend (often with personal experience of 
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BrightHorizons), a member of prison staff (most commonly somebody they felt close to and 
trusted such as an offender manager), or a member of BrightHorizons staff. Lauren, for 
example, explained how a BrightHorizons team member that she had previously done TC with 
had persuaded her to join: 
 
“…Elouise has worked on here a long time, loves it and she come to me and 
said, “I think you’d be really good for BrightHorizons.” I didn’t think I 
would be because I’d never been arrested before, I wasn’t up to the stuff that 
most of, you know…  I didn’t think I’d be good but Elouise said obviously 
different young people have different needs, they’ve been through different 
life experiences so…yes, I applied for it…” 
 
Once they applied, many spoke about how observing an Event Day reinforced their initial 
motivation to participate. Seeing first-hand the potential positive impact they could have on the 
young people meant that their excitement to be a part of the programme outweighed any initial 
doubts. As Ed reflected: “I was successful [at BrightHorizons interview], came and saw an 
event and yes, I could see it was effective, it was, it seemed profound and there was, it seemed 
to be resonating somehow, you know, the young guys listening…” Indeed, many spoke about 
how observing an Event Day was the final deciding factor, because seeing the programme in 
action made its purpose, and its accordance with their own experiences and beliefs, all the more 
clear: 
 
“…when I first watched it I was blown away by it…I think it is really 
professional and each workshop it just, you just think, “Oh yes” like the 
purpose of it is obvious by the end of it…  I think it’s very clever…” (Lauren) 
 
In terms of SDT this would suggest that initial external pressure from others began to be 
internalised early on, and internal conflict alleviated as the personal relevance of the 
programme became clear. Only a few described having no concerns when joining 
BrightHorizons, because the stage they had reached on their rehabilitative journey meant they 
had felt sufficiently competent to deliver it with no qualms: 
 
“Concerns?  No, not really, I mean because I think for me I think I’d reached 
the place to do that, yeah, because obviously I’d accepted my crime; I’d 
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accepted responsibility for you know, my actions out there… so there wasn’t 
any complications of me still kind of having doubts about oh well you know, 
I didn’t do this and I didn’t do that, which kind of makes it complicated for 
you then to kind of deliver a message because you still…kind of at the 
crossroad – […] I knew well you know what, I’m here, this is what I want to 
do…” (Jordan) 
 
5. 3 Extrinsic factors  
 
As outlined in section 3.4.3, behaviours motivated by external regulation are engaged in to 
attain or avoid consequences separable to the activity itself, such as to gain rewards or avoid 
punishment (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). SDT further posits that behaviours motivated by identified 
regulation are engaged in out of recognition and acceptance of the underlying importance of 
the behaviour for achieving personally valued separable outcomes (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). 
Thus, externally regulated behaviours are executed entirely non-autonomously (ie. controlled), 
whilst those engaged in out of identified regulation are only somewhat controlled. External and 
identified regulations appeared to be interlinked for many prisoners in the current study, which 
is reflected in three sub-themes. Firstly, that prisoners were motivated to participate in 
BrightHorizons because it was better than other opportunities in the prison. Thus, participating 
meant they could avoid the negative consequences of not doing so, namely, doing nothing or 
having to undertake alternative (less desirable) prison jobs or programmes (SDT’s external 
regulation). Secondly, that prisoners were motivated to participate in BrightHorizons because 
they recognised its potential utility to help them achieve the personally valued goal of gaining 
skills that could be used upon release (SDT’s identified regulation). Lastly, a few prisoners 
were motivated to participate in the hope it might help them gain early release (SDT’s external 
regulation).  
 
5.3.1 BrightHorizons better than other opportunities in the prison  
 
Prisoners described being initially motivated to take part because BrightHorizons was more 
attractive than alternatives of doing nothing, undertaking prison jobs, or completing OBPs. 
Firstly, prisoners stated that they were motivated to join BrightHorizons because it was better 
than doing nothing (or selecting from a highly restricted choice of mundane prison jobs). In 
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this situation, it was easy to get motivated to participate in anything to alleviate boredom (see 
also Lin, 2002; Manger et al., 2010). For Erica: “I’d rather keep my mind occupied than just 
to sit around and not do anything.” Whilst Kevin said: 
 
“When I come to prison I know you have to work or you don’t get no money 
or you’re just locked up all day, so for me it’s always been when I come to 
prison like what kind of work am I going to do or if I’m going to do education 
or not.” 
 
Some prisoners, especially those on long sentences who had already exhausted the other 
options (including vocational skills programmes, education, therapy and/or treatment 
programmes and other peer mentoring positions) and were keen to extend themselves further, 
had been running out of avenues. Henry, for example, said it had been an easy decision to join 
BrightHorizons because “I’d been through everything else.” 
 
Relatedly, as well as giving them something to do, a few prisoners mentioned having been 
motivated to join BrightHorizons because it would break up the monotony of the prison regime: 
 
“The sense of like meeting different people all the time so that persuaded me 
to join BrightHorizons, it’s a level 4 job in prison so it’s like you’re 
constantly interacting with the public so that’s why I wanted to work there 
as well. It gets a bit boring seeing the same people every day so seeing 
different people is a good thing.” (Steven) 
  
Thus reflecting extrinsic motivation according to SDT. Secondly, for many prisoners, 
participating in BrightHorizons was more meaningful than any other work or rehabilitation 
programme on offer in the prison. Alternatives to BrightHorizons were described by prisoners 
as shorter-term, ad-hoc rehabilitation programmes (mostly accredited CBT-based programmes 
such as Enhanced Thinking Skills (ETS), Controlling Anger and Learning to Manage it 
(CALM), Cognitive Skills Change Programme (CSCP) and substance misuse programmes18- 
                                                          
18 See 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/782896/descri
ptions-accredited-programmes.pdf?_ga=2.164777975.934906261.1566903679-1040441424.1521035587 for the 
full list of current accredited programmes  
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generally required as part of a sentence plan) and tedious prison jobs (eg. cleaning, 
kitchens/servery, industrial workshop jobs). In terms of other programmes, OBPs were mostly 
perceived as ‘self-serving’ on the part of the prison but of limited use to prisoners (see also 
Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Stevens, 2012; Schinkel, 2015b; Peled-Laskov and Timor, 2018). 
For example, Drew said he had joined BrightHorizons because “I didn’t feel that the other 
things would help me.” Whilst some spoke of having gained useful skills from such 
programmes, they were generally perceived as unhelpful: 
 
“- like, they give you the course and they cram so much into a short space of 
time and then say, “Right that’s it, you’ve done it now.” So basically it’s a 
box ticked but it’s, you know, there’s no follow-up work or nothing, it’s just 
basically that it, take it all in and off you go sort of thing. […] Yes, so like I 
just didn’t find it useful for someone in my situation that had a lot of issues 
going on.” (Anthony) 
 
In terms of the alternative prison jobs, whilst the prisoners considered that other jobs on offer 
within the prison carried some perks, they similarly did not hold much long-term appeal. For 
example, some described how being a wing cleaner involved little work and plenty of time to 
watch television, being a gym orderly meant extra gym time, working in the kitchens meant 
better food, and working in industry was undemanding. However, prisoners in the current study 
described such roles as menial and unsatisfying. The monotony and lack of challenge involved 
in this kind of work was perceived to be hardly working at all. Prisoners described feeling 
demotivated by having to undertake jobs they could not see the value of, partly because this 
made it difficult to feel positive about the future: 
 
“When I came here, I was told it was a working prison, I would suggest that 
from the outside it looks like a workers prison but it’s not really a worker’s 
prison, it’s just a prison where they try to say that you have meaningful 
activity but…if you go into the workshops, there’s people just sitting there, 
they’re not working…Them jobs there, you’re just sitting there and they 
don’t really give you hope for outside because you think, “If this is work, I 
don’t really want to work” because you’ve got people in there sitting there 
folding court binders for £10 a week and you think really…” (Corey) 
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“…I’ve done all that, you can pack things… you can mop floors or just 
mundane things that just drive me mental. If I’m doing something that hasn’t 
got a positive outcome for myself, to be fair, to be honest, that’s not going to 
do anything for me sort of tomorrow, the next day and the day after that, I 
find it difficult to even do it.” (Mick) 
 
Whilst passing time and keeping themselves occupied was undoubtedly a concern for prisoners, 
these prisoners stated that they were motivated to do more than that. They had chosen to use 
their time more constructively (see also Lin, 2002; Boothby, 2011; Giertsen et al., 2015; 
Schinkel, 2015a; Clinks, 2016): 
 
“…some jobs you get forced into like here you’ve got like the DHL print 
shop, it’s sweatshops really… it makes the prison money, gets you out of your 
cell like, gets some of the boys sane, but I feel like when I was in one of them 
I just felt like I was wasting all my time.”(Ollie) 
 
“Because to me that [workshops] is wasting my time, do you know what I 
mean? I’m not getting anything from it, you know. I’m just kind of helping 
them to pay their bills, I’m not gaining anything, I’m not growing…” 
(Jordan) 
 
In comparison with what else was on offer then, many spoke about how they had been easily 
motivated to join BrightHorizons, because they had anticipated it would be “more stimulating 
in a lot of senses” (Ed). As Lauren said: 
 
“…most jobs in prison it’s just a job isn’t it, there’s nothing to it where this, 
this could go in so many different directions so and giving something back 
and helping people where if you worked in the kitchen you’re not really 
helping anyone are you (laughter), washing the pots…” 
 
Thus suggesting with regards to SDT that the perceived intrinsic value of BrightHorizons was 
more influential for prisoners’ motivation to participate in programmes than the various 
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external perks associated with the alternative opportunities (a point that is returned to in section 
8.3).  
 
5.3.2 Gaining transferrable skills for the future  
 
Prisoners’ stated that they had a strong desire for progression and self-development. It follows 
that the value of the practical training and transferrable skills they perceived they would gain 
from BrightHorizons also motivated participation- indicative of SDT’s identified regulation. 
BrightHorizons had appealed to them as something that would not only provide a sense of 
accomplishment in the here and now, but was also thought to potentially benefit them in the 
longer-term (see also Jackson and Innes, 2000; Batchelder and Pippert, 2002; McMurran et al., 
2008; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010; Roth and Manger, 2014; Morey and Crewe, 
2018). For example, Mick reflected on having been immediately interested in BrightHorizons 
because “it was like a proper job where you went down there and you could get qualifications”. 
The fact this was such a rarity in the prison appeared to have intensified the appeal of the 
programme. Ed said he had joined BrightHorizons to: “…develop a more professional skill set 
in prison: presentation, facilitation. There’s not many places or opportunities within prison 
that can help develop that more professional skill set.”  
 
Many BrightHorizons participants spoke of how they had been focused on gaining 
qualifications so that they would be more employable upon release. For example: 
 
“…what I said to myself was when I got convicted that I’m going to try and 
use this time constructively so I’ll get all these, get qualifications that I’m 
going to need once I’m out of prison and hopefully that I feel that can be 
beneficial to me once released” (James) 
 
Similarly, Matthew said: “I’m always someone that’s looking to add to my portfolio 
certificates…bolster what I’ve got, give myself a good chance for when I get out.” Others 
mentioned having been keen to apply because they enjoyed learning new things and saw 
BrightHorizons as a good opportunity to expand their knowledge and build their competencies 
(see also Lin, 2002; Manger, Eikeland and Asbjørnsen, 2013). One or two had been specifically 
motivated by the opportunity to gain experience of a proper job interview, which was 
something many had never done, and something they planned to do once released. Some were 
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also motivated by the fact that the nature of the programme would allow them to put existing 
skills and developments gained throughout their sentence into practice before they were 
released, which they had not yet been able to do: “While I’ve been in jail I’ve just been getting 
a whole heap of qualifications but I ain’t got nowhere to use them and I’ve got a Peer Mentor 
Level Two so I just thought I’d try it out here.” (Tyreese). 
 
5.3.3 Improving prospects for release  
 
Lastly, a minority of prisoners spoke about how they had opted for BrightHorizons because 
they perceived it their best option for maximising their release prospects (see also Shoham et 
al., 2017). This extrinsic motive tended to be expressed by those who had disclosed more 
difficulty adjusting to imprisonment, and those who were on shorter sentences and/or nearing 
the end of their sentence: 
 
“I don’t like to sugar-coat things, I’ll tell you how it is really… you know, 
when you come to prison… I’d almost say it’s animal instinct to be honest, 
but the first thing is, how do I get the fuck out of here?... so at first, there 
were selfish reasons in thinking that it’s a good job that is looked upon that 
you could get out…” (Joe) 
 
Importantly, however, all of those who disclosed similarly extrinsic, self-preservative motives 
spoke about them in combination with the more common, well-internalised ones of wanting to 
better themselves and help others. For example, Keira said that she had joined because “I 
thought it was cool talking about your story to people, to young girls and if I’m going to be 
honest as well, I think because I saw that it would look good on your OASys report.” Whilst 
Mick said he had joined: 
 
“…obviously to do something meaningful with your time… something that’s 
positive, that’s quite positive for young people like yourself, positive for 
yourself and also it’s a good thing to do so when it does come to the time 
when they come to decide whether they want to let you out or not they’ll say, 
“What have you done with your time?” and obviously, working in 
somewhere like this doing something positive, helping other people, giving 
something back is obviously looked upon as a positive thing so it’ll work in 
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your favour… so for them to look at me in a different light is obviously a 
motivation as well.” 
 
This suggests that some prisoners were simultaneously motivated to participate for extrinsic 
and more internalised reasons. The following chapters (particularly chapter 8) will demonstrate 
how – largely in line with SDT’s predictions regarding the fulfilment of BPNs – extrinsic 
motivation became internalised over time spent participating on BrightHorizons. 
 
5.4. Concluding thoughts 
 
This chapter considered prisoners initial motivations for participating in BrightHorizons. 
Giving back was the primary theme (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Boyce, Hunter and 
Hough, 2009; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; see also Adler and Mir, 2012; Fletcher and 
Batty, 2012; Behan, 2014). Motivation to join BrightHorizons as a means to give back appeared 
to be underpinned by a combination of a cognitive restructuring towards taking responsibility 
for the past, an existing, well-internalised desire to change (with emphasis upon learning, 
growing and making amends), and strongly expressed intentions to desist from crime (see also 
Jackson and Innes, 2000; McMurran et al., 2008; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010; 
Stevens, 2013; Frank et al., 2015; Crewe and Ievins, 2019). This reflects intrinsic motivation 
and integrated regulation as conceptualised within SDT, because prisoners spoke of giving 
back in terms of their interest in working with young people, and their personal investment in 
their rehabilitative journeys and commitment to desistance - which BrightHorizons aimed to 
support. Thus, they were motivated to join BrightHorizons because the aims and activities 
within the programme itself appealed to them.  
 
Despite evidence of such high-quality motivation, however, many were nevertheless wary 
about joining due to being concerned about what participating would involve. Thus, some had 
needed external encouragement from somebody else before applying. Others were somewhat 
externally motivated to join because they had recognised that they could gain skills and 
experience by participating in BrightHorizons that would be useful for the future - a chance 
that was rare in the prison. The general lack of opportunities in the prison was another external 
influence upon motivation to join. Their desire to avoid the boredom of doing nothing and/or 
having to endure the menial nature of other prison jobs meant many were also motivated to 
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join BrightHorizons to make their immediate situation more bearable (eg. Lin, 2002; Stevens, 
2013; Behan, 2014; Frank et al., 2015). Additionally, for a few, to build a strong case for their 
release (eg. Fox, 1999; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; 
Fletcher and Batty, 2012). Thus, extrinsic motivations were also present. Overall then, 
BrightHorizons was seen by prisoners as an opportunity to address multiple short- and long-
term goals (see also Palmer, 1984; De Leon et al., 2000; Mcmurran, Theodosi and Sellen, 2006, 
2006; McMurran et al., 2008; Sellen et al., 2009; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010; 
Groshkova, 2010; Grella and Rodriguez, 2011; Stevens, 2013).  
 
The proceeding three chapters will demonstrate how prisoners’ experience of participation on 
BrightHorizons maintained and strengthened motivation over time. The analysis will show 
that, for the most part, prisoners’ initial well-internalised motivation to give back and work on 
their rehabilitation was maintained and/or reinforced, and initial extrinsic motivation was 
internalised. However, this well-internalised motivation was sometimes undermined, thus 
external motivators also continued to influence participation. In line with SDT predictions, the 
ebbs and flows that prisoners referred to when describing their motivation over time largely 
appeared to be a result of the extent to which participating provided a sense of competence 
(Chapter 6), relatedness (Chapter 7), and autonomy (Chapters 6 and 8). The next chapter 
focuses upon the ways in which participating on BrightHorizons instilled a sense of 
competence and autonomy.  
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“No one is useless in this world who lightens the burdens of another” 
(Charles Dickens) 
 
Chapter 6. “It’s given me the confidence and the belief that whatever you 
put your mind to you can achieve”: Participating increased competence 
and fostered autonomy 
 
6. 1 Introduction  
 
This chapter explores how participating in BrightHorizons supported prisoners’ sense of 
competence (and autonomy) and facilitated their motivation to participate over time by 
providing ongoing opportunities for self-development. As defined in section 3.4.4, competence 
within SDT is the need to feel effective and masterful within important life contexts and to 
experience opportunities to exercise and express one’s capacities (White, 1959; Deci, 1975). 
As demonstrated in the previous chapter, some prisoners had recognised the potential for 
BrightHorizons to assist with skills development before joining and were partly motivated to 
participate for this reason. Others had not explicitly joined the programme for this reason. 
Regardless, feeling that they were progressively building their skills and capacities and 
developing in various (un)anticipated ways over time appeared to provide prisoners with a 
feeling of confidence- both with regards to their ability to perform their role on BrightHorizons, 
and to achieve their desired future goals. Hence, the value of self-development was internalised 
over time, and partly sustained motivation to participate. This occurred in three main ways. 
Firstly, the support and encouragement with self-development that they received throughout 
participation was experienced as empowering. Secondly, prisoners’ increased sense of 
competence and control over their lives induced a sense of self-mastery. Thirdly, being put in 
a position of responsibility, gaining a sense of achievement and having their input welcomed 
supported prisoners’ competence and autonomy. Autonomy within SDT refers to the need to 
self-regulate one’s experiences and actions and have personal choice and control over 
behaviours (Deci and Ryan, 2002). Having internalised the value of self-development, 
undertaking behaviours conducive to this goal as part of their continued participation was at 
least somewhat self-regulated. However, certain aspects of the programme meant that 
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prisoners’ sense of autonomy was both supported and undermined at the same time- mostly 
due to their behaviour being restricted by the programme rules and manual. This impacted on 
their motivation to participate to a certain degree. The three themes of motivation through 
empowerment, self-mastery and responsibility/achievement are now turned to. 
 
6. 2 Motivation facilitated through empowerment 
 
Participating in BrightHorizons empowered prisoners in three main ways: by staff encouraging 
their personal development; providing feedback from various sources; and enabling them to 
believe that they could have a positive impact on others- primarily satisfying the BPN for 
competence. This sustained motivation to continue participating to keep improving themselves 
and continue helping others. The following sections will consider these three sub-themes in 
turn.  
 
6.2.1 Programme staff support and encourage prisoners’ personal development 
 
Accounts suggested that participating had empowered prisoners to take control of their 
personal development (see also Strauss and Falkin, 2000). Prisoners spoke of how programme 
staff had encouraged their personal development in two main ways. First, by recognising and 
promoting their strengths on BrightHorizons and tailoring their support and guidance to their 
individual needs, and second by encouraging them to pursue avenues for development outside 
of the programme. 
 
First, accounts indicated that BrightHorizons staff recognised and promoted prisoners’ 
individual strengths and gave them time and space to explore and refine them at their own pace. 
This was important for maintaining motivation to participate over time because, whilst some 
reportedly found certain aspects of the programme such as training, workshop delivery and the 
peer education qualification challenging, others grasped them with ease. Prisoners spoke of 
how these different abilities were well catered for: “If someone struggles with something then 
they’ll obviously help them with that certain thing and they do, they do try, they try their best 
to cater for everyone’s needs.” (Mick). For example, Matthew reflected on having been 
concerned when he first joined BrightHorizons “because I wasn’t outgoing. I was quite 
introvert”. However, the support and encouragement he had received had sustained his 
motivation to be there: 
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“I think they did, you know, cater to my needs. There wasn’t, I didn’t feel 
pressurised, I felt like I was introduced slowly to like the workshops and you 
started off with the rules and boundaries just mainly to get my confidence 
and then move onto something bigger so yes, […] I felt prepared; I didn’t 
change my mind put it that way.” (Matthew) 
 
A few referred to the value of one-to-one supervision from staff for monitoring their progress 
and identifying further development needs: 
 
“…a lot of my strengths now have been my weaknesses in the past and that’s 
thanks to the personal development that happens here so during supervision 
we look at my weaknesses and we look at how we can make them strengths 
and over the last year that’s what’s happened.” (Matthew) 
 
Others described how different learning styles were catered for. For Jordan: 
 
“Yeah, it was quite sensitive obviously and catered for… catered for all 
different kind of learning styles, do you know. Obviously as soon as I come 
in I’d obviously made it clear that yes I’m dyslexic so you know… I’m not as 
quick as everybody else, do you know what I mean, so. But for me, I learn 
quite easily by doing things… once I kind of ran through it or see somebody 
do it once or twice then I would be able to pick it up quite easily.” 
 
As a result of this participants felt they were in control over their own development, and given 
freedom to learn and apply things as and when they felt comfortable, without judgement or 
reprimand (thus also satisfying the BPN for autonomy): “…they’re not judgmental and they’re 
very encouraging…Like if someone finds something difficult they won’t just expect them to get 
on with it, they’ll help them and support them in any way they can.” (Lauren). Not being placed 
under pressure and being individually supported facilitated motivation because those who 
needed it had sufficient time and support to get to grips with the various requirements of the 
role. This gave them the confidence to do things that had previously been outside of their 
comfort zone, or, as Tabitha said: “enabled me to kind of throw myself out in the deep end.”  
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Staff also ensured that those who were progressing quickly and independently had continued 
opportunities for progression. For example, prisoners spoke of how staff had encouraged and 
developed them to mentor newcomers, train other team members, and teach NVQ material. For 
those who had been participating for a long time, using their expertise to train new members 
brought an additional challenge to the role that facilitated motivation. This was described as 
enjoyable and rewarding, and increased the sense of competence already gained from educating 
young people: 
 
“I’m enjoying the fact that I’m still kind of interested and still enthused by, 
you know, delivering the work, but also being able to kind of teach the 
workshops to the younger team and watch them, you know, shine.” (Jordan) 
 
“I’ve reached a stage where I can help the other facilitators that are coming 
on to train them up, you know, to impart my experience and my knowledge 
and hopefully that will just help them to be better facilitators because… I 
suppose it’s an asset so yes, something that I can share…” (Matthew) 
 
Staff also identified and encouraged prisoners who were excelling to apply for one of two 
promotional positions - Assistant- or Lead-Coordinator. These roles involved managing the 
prisoner team and overseeing the delivery of Event Days and required passing another 
interview. Due to high turnover and frequent absences, many had had some experience in these 
roles, whilst a few had held the positions long-term. Having their strengths recognised such 
that they were given authority over managing others and delivering the programme increased 
their confidence in their abilities:  
 
“…the fact that they’ve made me lead coordinator… and that they trust me 
to teach the new workshops to the new guys, the guys coming in and basically 
and listen to the stuff that I say so if I say people need to work on their 
mentoring they’ll say to me, “Okay, and what do you think needs to be 
done?” So, I feel like they trust my ability to be able to say to listen to what 
I’ve got to say.” (Corey) 
 
Whatever stage they were at with their personal development, being surrounded by people who 
were championing them was empowering for prisoners partly because it was something many 
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had never experienced before: “it’s always trying to make you better as well, which is very 
good. […] it’s like that more encouragement again which I don’t know, it’s new to me.” (Ollie).  
 
Secondly, accounts suggested BrightHorizons staff supported prisoners’ personal development 
outside of the programme. Prisoners spoke of how staff took the time to explore their wider 
goals with them, even if this extended beyond the realms of the programme (see also Craig, 
2004; van der Helm et al., 2011) (see also section 7.2.1): 
 
“…they’re so encouraging to help you with whatever it is that although 
we’re doing a job we’re still learning about ourselves still and they help us 
with where we think we need to work on things and support us in even not 
just working on BrightHorizons when we’ve got education or we’re doing 
courses or they’re just there to support you all the time…” (Claire) 
 
Participants suggested that programme staff were flexible and supportive if (rare) opportunities 
arose for them to undertake other activities in the prison. Some prisoners took time off 
completely and re-joined BrightHorizons at a later stage or juggled other activities around it. 
Staff accommodated this by authorising specified time off each week, or allowing them to work 
part-time: 
 
“I was doing BrightHorizons for over a year, or just about a year, and then 
I thought I need to get some other qualifications so I did a welding course, I 
left this, done a welding course and then I done a computer aid design 
course, then I did a British Institute of Cleaning (BICSc) course and before 
you know it, I was just doing courses after courses and I just thought, let me 
go back part-time […] I think I've still got unfinished business. I think I've 
still got more to give.”(Kieran) 
 
Lauren, who had just become involved in a new initiative called ‘Trauma Informed’ and was 
receiving support from BrightHorizons staff with planning for her upcoming release on 
temporary license (ROTL19), said that she had remained motivated to participate because: 
                                                          
19 Release on temporary license (set out in PSO 6300) means being temporarily released from prison to 
participate in activities, directly contributing to community resettlement and the development of purposeful, 
law-abiding lives. See https://www.gov.uk/guidance/release-on-temporary-licence 
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“… we’re doing peer education level two which is really good to have for 
when we get out and we do one to ones… [named staff members] are really 
supportive if there’s any courses we want to do they’ll let you have time off.” 
 
This was especially important to those who had been participating for a while and felt they 
needed a break to do something different: “I’ve left BrightHorizons before and I’ve come back 
to it… I think there is so many years that you can do of that and you probably need to go and 
do something else…” (Elouise). Similarly, Matthew had been participating in BrightHorizons 
for over four and a half years. He partly attributed this to being able to come and go if other 
opportunities arose: “I’ve had periods of time where I’ve gone off to do other courses, again, 
all a part of my personal development and seen an opportunity to, again, add to my 
portfolio…”.  
 
Being encouraged to seize other opportunities and feeling that they would always be welcomed 
back to BrightHorizons was appreciated by this cohort of prisoners, who were often pursuing 
multiple goals (see also Sellen et al., 2006, 2009; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; McMurran 
et al., 2008; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010): 
 
“… coming to prison you’re in a hole and you’ve got to dig yourself out, 
build yourself up, BrightHorizons can help you to do that but there are other 
things that I’ve been pursuing in addition so again juggling the two has been 
important.” (Ed) 
 
Thus, satisfaction of the BPN for competence was facilitated by being enabled and encouraged 
to pursue ongoing challenges.  
 
6.2.2 Positive feedback sustains motivation 
 
Receiving positive feedback was empowering and reinforced prisoners’ motivation to continue 
participating on BrightHorizons. Positive appraisals of their performance by others reinforced 
their effectiveness in their role- directly contributing to their sense of competence. More 
broadly, it appeared to facilitate motivation by validating the newly emerging identities that 
these prisoners were gradually building, as improved versions of themselves (see also Maruna 
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et al., 2004; Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; Kirkwood, 2016), which 
increased satisfaction of the BPN for autonomy. Notably, positive feedback from both 
programme staff and visiting professionals sustained motivation. However, feedback was not 
always positive. The deleterious effect of direct negative feedback on the one hand, and a 
general lack of recognition at an institutional level, impacted on prisoner motivation and is 
discussed in this section. 
 
Receiving positive feedback from BrightHorizons staff motivated prisoners to continue 
participating. They described how this made them feel good about themselves and their 
performance in their role, confirmed that they were doing something worthwhile, and 
motivated them to continue doing it and improve further: 
 
“…they recognised what my traits were and they immediately put me in a 
position to excel… which gave me the confidence to do better. Like, I rise if 
someone maybe, you know, I did something there and you know, I get praised 
for that, it makes me want to do better…” (Joe) 
 
For this cohort of prisoners, who were keen to redeem themselves (see also Maruna, 2001; 
Toch, 2010), receiving palpable feedback validated that their efforts were not going unnoticed, 
and that they were progressing in the right direction towards achieving their goals of giving 
back and bettering themselves  (see also Crewe, 2011b): 
 
“I do have some qualities that I keep being reassured by [named staff 
members] that they are subtle but they are very genuine, so I can sometimes 
get through to people that some other people can't. […] I've understood those 
qualities that I have and those skills and I just push through with them as 
well so it gives me more confidence to know that I can address these 
youngsters with my own skills or my own personal story. Yes, that's satisfying 
to me and they always let me know when I'm doing good.” (Marvin) 
 
“I find it sometimes hard because, I won’t say dumb down my language, but 
to maybe grow my language for younger people… but I think I’m getting 
better at it as time goes on. I’ve been told by [named staff member] my 
158 
 
facilitating skills and my presenting skills have improved quite a lot since 
I’ve been on it.” (Gary) 
 
Positive feedback was especially valued because it was rare in the prison. Instead, small 
misdemeanours were highlighted and instantly punished, whilst good behaviour was mostly 
overlooked (see also Burdon, St. De Lore and Prendergast, 2011; Perrin, 2017). For Sanjay:  
 
“So I’m always constantly trying to be my best, you know, to get little 
boosters in here because no one’s giving you a job, no one says to you, “Well 
done, well done” you know or they don’t notice the work you’ve put in but 
when someone does it you feel like yes, you know, it’s sort of satisfactory, 
you know. You feel satisfied with yourself that it’s not going unnoticed and 
that’s a good thing you know, from...that situation”. 
 
Receiving positive comments from visiting professionals (see section 1.5.2) had a similarly 
powerful influence on prisoners’ motivation to participate. Having professionals (particularly 
police officers) show them respect and giving them positive feedback was described by some 
as a profound experience, particularly those who had been offending from a young age and had 
a history of difficult relations with the police and other authority figures: “… this copper, he 
was shaking my hand and telling me that I was an inspiration and stuff and then I broke down 
crying and I was like, this is just surreal like, how can this person be shaking my hand…” 
(Elouise). Receiving positive feedback from people in such positions increased prisoners’ 
confidence that they too would be capable of undertaking a conventional working role (a point 
that is returned to in section 6.3.1): 
 
“…it’s given me that kind of confidence that you know, you can do other than 
what you’re doing… I can go and work in an environment like this and be 
successful at it, yeah, because…the professionals that bring their own kids 
here and stuff like that, sometimes they come up and they … you know, say, 
you know, wow, do you know, you’re doing a really good job.” (Jordan) 
 
Overall, feedback satisfied BPNs for autonomy and competence by affirming prisoners’ sense 
of self-improvement, providing recognition for their efforts and a subsequent sense of 
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satisfaction not found elsewhere in the prison, and instilling confidence for the future. On the 
other hand, negative feedback could thwart prisoners’ sense of competence, which, as predicted 
by SDT, could undermine motivation to participate. Negative feedback was discussed in two 
main ways- essentially, at the programme- and institutional-level, considered in the following 
sections.  
 
First, at the programme level, feedback from the BrightHorizons team was not always positive. 
Receiving negative feedback could be a difficult part of the job, with implications for 
motivation. Occasionally, what was intended as constructive criticism from staff and/or fellow 
team members was experienced as personally insulting. This could lead to prisoners feeling 
dispirited, and working relationships being disrupted, with implications for the programme 
atmosphere (see also Frank et al., 2015): 
 
“…sometimes when BrightHorizons gives me feedback it’s sensitive, 
especially after an event, some people will give you feedback, and it’s 
sensitive feedback and the slightest criticism ends up in bare arguments and 
that and... So we’ve had days where it’s not been a nice place to come and 
work…” (Kevin) 
 
“…when the general feedback at the end of the day, I’d have that structured 
completely different because that, at the moment, there’s a, there’s a, it 
potentially can be hostile situations where somebody in the group just says, 
“I don’t think you’ve done that good” and then somebody else reacts. […] 
So then you pull me out, somebody else comes in it gets a bit scatty.” (Drew) 
 
However, such occasions were described as rare and when they did arise, staff were described 
as well-equipped to deal with them. As such, they diffused quickly and any negative impact on 
prisoners’ motivation was not long-lasting. For the most part, prisoners described that feedback 
was conveyed fairly and constructively and perceived as there to help them, thus they willingly 
took it on board: “[named staff member] was feeding back to me what I’m doing wrong and 
what I’m doing right and what to, you need to hear them wrong things because then you can 
correct them.” (Darren). Effectively managing negative feedback was understood by most 
prisoners as a necessary part of maintaining the professional position they perceived 
themselves to hold on BrightHorizons: 
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“You just take that on the chin and fix up, ‘fix up’ meaning like obviously if 
there’s something I’m doing wrong I take that on board and I’ll do it right 
the next time because obviously it’s not always a positive feedback; 
sometimes they say, “Oh you missed that out” and then you remember next 
time you’re not going to miss it out. It’s constructive criticism, it’s not like 
harsh reality, it’s just life, you’ve just got to be professional and fix it.” 
(Sanjay) 
  
Secondly, the usually positive feedback received from programme staff and visiting 
professionals was generally not echoed by others in the institution: “From the staff members’ 
point of view they see our job as worthwhile… they see us as we’re trying to do something. So, 
it is respected in that way but support from the prison system, I don’t know.” (Ollie). The lack 
of positive feedback at an institutional level sometimes dampened prisoners’ motivation, as it 
cast doubt on the significance of their work on BrightHorizons outside of the programme (see 
also Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009). Some prisoners expressed resentment that they had chosen 
to do something positive, but this was not recognised by the prison. Accounts suggested 
Governors and senior-level staff were supportive enough to host BrightHorizons and 
accommodate it within the regime. Some took this as a sign that the prison cared at least to 
some extent about what they were doing on BrightHorizons: “It does support it to a certain 
degree I suppose because even if the routine has changed or the regime has changed they still 
let [named staff member] get us from our cells…So if that’s so, they must be caring to a certain 
degree.” (Drew). However, accounts suggested there was little wider evidence of this higher-
level support on the ground: 
 
“But what could show that they support what we do is by them turning up to 
a few Event Days and actually watching but you don’t see that unless they’re 
getting dragged down here kicking and screaming but yes, I think they can 
do more to show that they support what we do here…” (Matthew) 
 
On rare occasions when senior-level staff did show enough interest to visit BrightHorizons and 
see what they were doing, prisoners spoke of feeling even more supported, appreciated and 
validated in their efforts:  
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“…doing this and having staff to come down and even just watch a little bit 
of it you see how much they appreciate it and how much they really recognise 
how much you’re changing. […] It’s they see it all head on instead of just on 
a computer or on paper, they see you close up.” (Claire) 
 
6.2.3 Seeing and believing the positive impact of self on others 
 
Finally, having a positive impact on young people empowered prisoners and motivated 
participation via the fulfilment of competence in two main ways. Firstly, getting immediate 
gratification from being able to see the impact of their behaviour on young people. Secondly, 
prisoners’ hope and belief that what they were doing would take effect somewhere down the 
line, if not immediately. However, prisoners also drew attention to certain perceived limitations 
to the impact they could have on young people, which sometimes undermined competence (and 
autonomy) and threatened motivation. 
 
First, prisoners were empowered and so motivated to continue participating because they 
believed that they could see the positive impact they were having on young people. As set out 
in section 5.2.1, many had joined BrightHorizons because they hoped it would be an effective 
intervention for young people. Once participating, seeing their knowledge and experience 
directly benefit others - through seeing something ‘switch’ in young people, a so-called 
‘lightbulb moment’, or visible changes in their demeanour from entering to leaving 
BrightHorizons -  provided prisoners with tangible signs of their effectiveness. Signs that they 
described as highly empowering, rewarding and motivating: “I’m still with BrightHorizons for 
the same motivations, if anything it’s grown bigger. The more you deal with the kids the more 
you realise that you can actually really change something in their heads.” (Drew). As described 
by Ed: 
 
“…when they see us talking with such shame about doing wrong or what 
have you; sometimes that can rub off and you can see they almost feel a bit 
embarrassed if they’ve done something wrong…that’s one of the most 
profound things I sometimes notice is it’s just that switch in their values and 
they re-evaluate what they think is acceptable…” 
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The personal rewards of having used their experience to benefit others were reinforced when 
prisoners heard what young people had taken from the day. Prisoners recalled many examples 
where young people had thanked them directly for something they had taught them and said it 
had made them want to change their behaviour or had identified specific goals and had gone 
away determined to achieve them. Letters of thanks that had been received from young people 
and their supervisors were displayed on the walls of BrightHorizons premises, providing more 
visible and permanent reminders of their impact. These letters were visible during interviews, 
and prisoners often gestured proudly towards examples, as they described what it meant to 
them to know that the young people were doing better as a result of something they had done: 
 
“He wrote to the scheme and asked to say thank you to me, he’s got a job, 
he’s doing alright now…It felt like I’d used something, I’d used my 
experience in a way where I wouldn’t really know how to do that. […] We 
get notes back from the kids about how they’ve changed and stuff like that, 
we have them on the board, that is motivation for ourselves to show that 
we’re making a difference.” (Ollie) 
 
Being mentioned by name as having been a positive influence on a young person was described 
as “touching” (Tabitha), “humbling” (Kevin), and to provide “a warmth” (Tyreese). This 
reinforced their view that joining BrightHorizons had been a good decision, increased 
satisfaction of the BPN for autonomy, and motivated them to continue. For example, Lauren 
said that receiving a letter from a young girl vowing to get out of what she had helped her to 
see was an unhealthy relationship “made me think I’m doing the right thing”, and Kevin that 
hearing a young man say he was going to work on his relationship with his Mum had been 
“kind of rewarding and it makes you feel that, yeah, you’re doing this for a reason.”  
 
Second, prisoners’ expressed firm hope and belief that what they were doing would take effect 
somewhere down the line, even if it did not appear to them to do so immediately. Prisoners 
acknowledged that change was not necessarily instantaneous, nor always visible, yet they had 
faith that something would have resonated with the young people: 
 
“…it definitely encourages them to think about where they’re at, choices 
they’re making. Some young people are more ready than others for the 
message or willing to take it on board or see the significance of it, ready to 
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actually make changes but I’m very aware that you can plant a seed that 
won't necessarily like germinate if you like but really it’ll give them food for 
thought even later on, years down the line it might think over something, 
remember something you said or just remember your testimony or the fact 
that you may still be sitting in a cell staring at the bars on the window and 
asking yourself where did it go wrong.” (Ed) 
 
Thus, they perceived themselves a small but important part of a bigger picture. They felt that 
any good they could do, however insignificant it might seem, was worth doing. Which provided 
them with a sense of satisfaction: 
 
“…just that feeling that, you know, even if it’s two out of the fifteen that are 
here and they’ve taken on board something that I’ve said to them, we spoke 
about then that’s more rewarding than anything you can really ask for.” 
(Erica) 
 
However, that there were likely limitations of the prisoners’ impact on young people was also 
acknowledged by the prisoners. In the short-term, a few felt that the impact they were having 
on the young people during Event Days fell short of their ambitions (and that of the 
programme), and they wished that they could do more- limiting satisfaction of the BPN for 
competence. They described feeling demotivated when they perceived they had not got through 
to many of the young people during an event: 
 
“…when you do like a review after you’ve had a kid in… you’ve not 
performed to your best ability… you’ve seen a group of kids coming in here 
just being an absolute nuisance and you haven’t helped them, they haven’t 
done nothing, it sucks. So, those are the times that you kind of wish you 
weren’t doing this job so, because you’re not, I feel like if it’s not completing 
the task or the goal what you’re doing, there’s no point in doing it.” (Joe) 
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Linked, prisoners also expressed dissatisfaction with what they perceived to be insufficient 
formal follow-up work with young people,20 and that there was inconsistent feedback to 
BrightHorizons regarding their progress. This led many to question the extent of the impact 
they had on young people over the long-term:  
 
“…we don’t necessarily see the long-term effects as well, we don’t know, like 
I said, these kids leave, there’s no follow-up and that which I think is 
something that would help… so that they know that it wasn’t just you came 
for a day, we talked to you and then we forgot about you…you might have 
done this but we still care about you, speak to us, we care about your choices 
and where your life is headed. […] Because that’s the thing that will make 
them stop and think because if they think people, oh, they don’t really care, 
they weren’t really interested they’ll go out there and it’s just well what was 
the point of that?” (Jonathan) 
 
Prisoners sometimes felt that to achieve any meaningful change, more structured provision of 
follow-up work for those with ongoing responsibility for the young people was needed, along 
with regular, formalised feedback on their progress to BrightHorizons:  
 
“…seeing kids once a day, sorry once, a one off, sometimes it would be nice 
if you could get a follow-up just to see how they’re getting on or if it kind of, 
if what they did they took in or if what you said to them kind of worked, you 
know what I mean? [...] So, I don’t know, maybe if they did a few, I don’t 
know, done a few sessions or two sessions, one initially to get it embedded 
and then a few weeks down the line or a couple of months down the line pop 
in for an hour or something and say listen how have you got on, what’s 
changed, anything different…” (James) 
 
                                                          
20 That BrightHorizons’ formed part of a wider programme of work for the young people and was followed up 
in the longer-term was an ambition held by the charity, however, the degree to which this happened in practice 
was unclear (Bullock et al., 2018). Efforts were made to encourage this, for example worksheets completed 
during workshops provided something tangible for young people to take away that could be used as tools for 
follow-up work. However, BrightHorizons actually had no control over whether/how much follow-up work 
young people received following the Event Days. 
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Instead, some prisoners described arrangements for follow-up work as inconsistent, and highly 
dependent on the commitment of the user groups who brought the young people in. Equally, 
finding out how they were getting on was a “long-winded process” (James). This led many to 
worry their work would be undone, and frustrated that they often did not know the outcome: 
 
“…you have to have a follow-up…in here you’re telling them all the work to 
do but if they've got no-one they can call and come and pick them up and 
help them the work you’re doing doesn’t make a difference… There’s no 
follow-up to tell you, “You know what, this one’s alright”… You’ve made me 
open up to this kid and you’ve made me pull all this information from this 
kid to get comfortable with me but then you’re telling me ‘We don’t know’”. 
(Henry) 
 
Given that the meaning of the work for most revolved around giving something back, not 
knowing whether their efforts had come to fruition and having basically no control over 
ensuring this could be disheartening in an otherwise empowering experience, and disruptive to 
prisoners’ sense of autonomy. To the extent that some stated that they had made a conscious 
effort to ensure that the time they had spent with the young people would have a lasting impact. 
Keira, for example, stated that she had personally taken control over communicating the 
importance of follow-up work to young peoples’ supervisors: 
 
“I just always try at the end to just go to their, like the supervisors or 
whoever’s come with them and just ask them to follow it up, do you get what 
I mean, because that’s easy; it could, they could listen to us and be changed 
for a week but then once that week is over and you don’t do anything they’ve 
gone right down the drain again, do you get what I mean?” 
 
However, prisoners all continued participating regardless of any doubts and the challenge 
posed by certain aspects of the programme to the continued fulfilment of BPNs for competence 
and autonomy. This was largely due to faith in BrightHorizons and its ethos (see also Roy, 
Châteauvert and Richard, 2013), and genuine care for what happened to the young people, 
which meant they were not willing to give up, even when it felt like a struggle and they could 
not be sure what was being achieved.  
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6.3. Motivation through ‘self-mastery’ 
 
Motivation was also facilitated by an increased sense of control over their lives and 
surroundings - ‘self-mastery’, which appeared to enhance satisfaction of BPNs for competence 
and autonomy. The capacity for self-control emerged from and was reinforced by the increased 
confidence and self-esteem that prisoners experienced as a result of participating on 
BrightHorizons. Prisoners spoke of increased confidence and self-control in overlapping terms- 
indicating that the two mutually reinforced motivation to participate over time. Participating 
increased prisoners’ sense of self-mastery in two main areas of their lives- their professional 
development (both whilst they were participating, and for how this might be utilised in the 
future) and their more immediate day-to-day prison life.   
 
6.3.1 Increased control over professional development 
 
As demonstrated in section 5.3.2, wanting to develop professionally was a common motivation 
for joining BrightHorizons (see also Jackson and Innes, 2000; McMurran et al., 2008; Roth 
and Manger, 2014; Clinks, 2016). Indeed, over time participating in BrightHorizons appeared 
to have increased prisoners’ sense of control over achieving their professional goals in the 
longer-term. It appeared to have done so in four main ways. Namely, through discovering 
previously unidentified strengths in areas they perceived would be helpful for the future; 
inspiring their long-term career goals; providing experience of working life; and exposing them 
to networking and links to opportunities outside. 
 
Firstly, most of the prisoners stated that since participating they had discovered strengths in 
areas that had previously gone unexplored or unnoticed. Finding that they possessed certain 
skills and testing them out - such as presenting to an audience, roleplaying, demonstrating 
patience and listening to others, which were all required by BrightHorizons - was enlightening 
for many: 
 
“I didn't think I would be good at public speaking and I've excelled in that. I 
didn't think I could talk about my crime and I've been doing that… I haven't 
got a problem speaking about what I've been in jail for and how my 
upbringing has been. I've learnt to be patient and listen to these young 
people, because some of them can be very difficult and very challenging. It's 
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taught me many things, many hidden talents I didn't think I had but being on 
the course has brought them out in me.” (Kieran) 
 
In turn, they said that they were motivated to continue participating in BrightHorizons to hone 
these skills over time whilst they were in prison: “…the skills that I’ve learnt in it. Maybe it 
could be working with other people and interacting with them and that’s, obviously, stuff that’s 
only going to get better as I keep going through this programme.” (Gary). For some this was  
to put them in the strongest position possible once released, as Erica said, BrightHorizons had: 
“… made me motivated to want to do better in here and out there… just constantly achieving 
things and pushing me to where I want to be to when I get out really.” They also spoke of how 
recognising that they had various skills that could be drawn upon in the future made them feel 
more in control of overcoming barriers: “…you’re presenting and you’re developing skills and 
you think, “I could get up there, I could, I’m confident that I won’t have any problems.” You’ll 
get past the initial prejudice, the initial discrimination you might face…”(Ed). 
 
Secondly, prisoners spoke of how participating in BrightHorizons had inspired their long-term 
career goals. Prisoners drew attention to how seeing that they could use their new-found skills 
to make a difference had motivated many to pursue something as challenging and meaningful 
as BrightHorizons post-release (see also Giles and Le, 2009). This was spoken of as a 
significant development because many had never been able to envisage themselves doing 
anything other than crime (see also Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006): 
 
“It’s not something that I’d ever thought I’d do but it’s crazy how I’m 
thinking about it now, you know, how I could do that, what, meet people and 
thinking about having good jobs and I could do that and I couldn’t do it 
before.” (Anthony) 
 
For many these newly-realised goals revolved around continuing to work with young people, 
young offenders and/or ex-prisoners (see also section 8.5). They spoke of how this would allow 
them to continue to fulfil their motivation to give back whilst doing something they now knew 
they enjoyed and excelled at. At the same time, some felt that continuing in this line of work 
would reinforce their stated early commitment to desistance from crime in the longer-term and 
help them stay in control of their offending behaviour: 
 
168 
 
“…working within the restorative justice kind of environment, it’s a 
reminder. It would be a constant reminder of how things can go wrong, you 
know, and if I’m working in that environment then I’m continuing to kind of 
spread the message and I’m continuing to reinforce my own message to 
myself, that you know, I don’t want to go down that track anymore.” (Jordan) 
 
“Yeah, once released I’ll probably try to get to something, I do, I’ve enjoyed 
working with these children so I wouldn’t mind trying to go and some kind 
of youth work because I feel I’d be good at it and I think this is something I 
could do and I think I’d enjoy it. One thing scares me that if I get released 
and I go to a job that I don’t enjoy that would be quite stressful to be honest 
with you. That starts off you know, coming, going to do crime again but I’d 
rather not, I don’t want to do that, I want a life, so I’m enjoying this so if I 
can do it in prison and help people what more than being free and doing it.” 
(James) 
 
Others said that participating in BrightHorizons had inspired them to start their own business 
and/or charity in a similar field, which they now felt was achievable: 
 
“I've got a few charity ideas…and BrightHorizons have given me a clearer 
picture of what I can do so even if there was no-one I can work with I will be 
trying to build and start my own charity. […] helping the kids from deprived 
backgrounds or less opportunity kids” (Marvin) 
 
For others participating had inspired them to pursue degrees in related subjects like social work, 
youth studies and criminology: 
 
“…it’s helped me in my profession, knowing what I want to do now and that’s 
like working with little kids and trying to get help kids in my situation… it’s 
made me think, “Do you know what, I want to go to uni.”  I’ll probably study 
a degree and see if I can get into mentoring… criminology and psychology. 
I’m going to do a combined degree.” (Keira). 
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A third commonly mentioned way BrightHorizons facilitated prisoners’ perceived competence 
for professional development was that the programme environment resembled a real workplace 
and a ‘proper’ job. This made for a particularly meaningful context in which to develop 
themselves, because they were learning “how to be at work” (Mick), how to navigate the “kinds 
of adversities you have in normal life” (Kevin), and the “knowhow to manage myself” (Jordan) 
in a professional environment. They believed that this would help them face real post-release 
challenges, such as job interviews- which is not often true of prison-based activities (see 
Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Toch, 2010): 
 
“Confidence is a big thing for me, I know I keep saying this but like I said, 
I’ve never had a job so when I go for a job now I think that when I sit down 
at the interview table I will be able to tell them why I’m good at, why I’ll be 
good for the job… I believe that I could argue my point now, without being 
aggressive.” (Ollie) 
 
Participating in BrightHorizons was perceived as the closest they could get to achieving their 
goal of legitimate employment whilst in prison. Thus, they remained motivated to turn up every 
day because: “…every time I do an event I’m gaining more and more experience” (Lauren). 
By participating in a regular full-time working week, they had proven themselves capable of 
leading a more conventional lifestyle: “…being in here and going to work, waking up every 
day and doing something to earn money, it kind of gave me a, kinda “I can do this”…(Joe). 
 
A final way BrightHorizons increased prisoners’ sense of self-mastery was the opportunity for 
networking and links to potential future employers. As outlined in section 1.5.2, participating 
exposed prisoners to many individuals and organisations working in the area of youth justice 
(through Event Days and Information Days) - some of whom were open to employing ex-
prisoners21.  Having the opportunity to make an impression on such people - including teachers, 
police and youth workers - was motivating because it increased their optimism for the future: 
 
“…there’s a lot of people that come in and it could help with opportunities 
in the future for like when you get out and that to be able to maybe get in 
                                                          
21 This did happen from time to time. Some BrightHorizons participants who had been released had gone on to 
work for organisations who had worked with the charity in prison, for example St. Giles’ Trust and some 
schools. The prisoners interviewed in the current study may or may not have been aware of these examples.  
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with Youth Offending Teams and work alongside with them so it opens a lot 
of doors for you…” (Claire) 
 
Furthermore, that some of the professionals who brought the young people into the prison were 
ex-offenders themselves provided further reassurance that their own goals were attainable (see 
also Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006): “…one of the people that brought young people 
in was a lifer, he used to be a lifer in prison and they’re now a youth support worker so it shows 
that it’s achievable, do you know what I mean?” (Lauren) 
 
Others believed that connections they had made whilst participating had opened many doors 
for them (which few had anticipated when joining the programme), which facilitated 
motivation by providing something specific and tangible to work towards. Many referred to 
instances whereby visiting professionals had expressed an interest in working with them once 
they were released. Such offers were generally perceived as genuine, which was motivating for 
prisoners: “… to know that there’s people out there, one, willing to help and, two, that you’ve 
actually got something that you can, most probably, go out to…that’s amazing…” (Gary). 
 
However, in the absence of any formal agreement between BrightHorizons and visiting 
organisations with regards to continued employment for prisoners, this motivation largely 
hinged on hope. Indeed, some were sceptical about the likelihood of participating securing 
future opportunities in this way: 
 
“…when we deliver stuff, a lot of the time people will say, “We’d like it … if 
you came and worked for us” and stuff like that and obviously, some of it’s 
just lip service but it’d be nice if there’s a pathway to follow that you could 
come out and maybe get some employment. […] a lot of the guys that come 
through us, I feel like they have a lot to offer but it just gets thrown by the 
wayside.” (Corey) 
 
Some expressed frustration that they had been encouraged towards this kind of work and 
developed a genuine interest in it - indicative of intrinsic motivation - but the perceived lack of 
support for finding related opportunities outside impeded satisfaction of the BPN for 
competence and undermined motivation (see also Turner, 2012):  
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“…it’d be good if some of the people that leave got an opportunity to maybe 
get some employment with these people, maybe some links, you know like 
when we get released, you know it’d be good if they say, “You’ve done this” 
and maybe sort something out with our probation where we could maybe go 
to a school or community centre or something once a week to try and put us 
out there a bit more instead of keeping it all in the prison.” (Anthony) 
 
“…obviously BrightHorizons is in [named prison] so they’re obviously, all 
they care about is the people that are here in [named prison] whilst they’re 
in [named prison]…it doesn’t really feel like I’m going to be doing much at 
all for BrightHorizons when I leave this prison.” (Mick) 
 
Most, however, had accepted that the scope of BrightHorizons did not necessarily extend 
directly to the community, were grateful for the help they had already received, and felt that 
they were in control of their own success. As Matthew said: “…everything that I’ve learnt here 
are things that can be used upon release so yes…everything I’ve learnt, yes, it’s been very, it’s 
going to be helpful, I know it.” Similarly, Marvin said: 
 
“I always feel more peaceful since coming to BrightHorizons as well, I'm 
more relaxed. Things can happen in their stride but obviously as long as 
you're pushing them in that direction you will succeed with whatever your 
vision is. […] anything more they're going to do, we'll have to see in the 
future in terms of where I go with my life, but I will never forget what they've 
done for me already in terms of changing my thought patterns or the 
rewarding way of seeing how my life will change, or setting me on the right 
path to change my life and take control of it. I respect them just for that 
anyway.” 
 
Thus, fulfilment of BPNs for competence and autonomy over time spent participating 
appeared to have facilitated broader, autonomously regulated motivation to pursue their long-
term professional goals. 
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6.3.2 Increased control over coping with day-to-day life in prison  
 
Prisoners also spoke of how feeling that they had a purpose and that they were more in control 
of their progression via their participation on BrightHorizons made it easier to cope with day-
to-day prison life- again enhancing competence. The three main ways participating facilitated 
this was by encouraging a generally positive outlook, providing a pleasant environment to 
spend time in, and allowing them to do something they enjoyed.  
 
Firstly, prisoners drew attention to how participating on BrightHorizons encouraged a 
generally positive outlook because it provided purpose and had a grounding effect that made 
them feel better able to handle themselves around the prison. Lauren, for example, said that 
participating had “made me a lot more positive in day to day life in prison because as I said, it 
gives you a purpose and its progression”. This positive outlook appeared to have increased 
and/or maintained these prisoners’ resilience in coping with prison life (see also section 5.2.2): 
 
“…negative thinking is a daily occurrence in prison so, you know, it’s 
making me more mature, making me think more maturely, being more honest 
about myself, knowing my own vulnerabilities, knowing my own weaknesses, 
knowing that if I put myself in certain situations knowing if I would be able 
to cope with that situation or not, and if I can’t cope with that situation don’t 
put myself in it. You know, I think over the course of time there will be a lot 
of benefits that I will have got from BrightHorizons…” (Kevin) 
 
Many (especially men) spoke of feeling more relaxed, patient and tolerant of others because of 
participating on BrightHorizons. This, along with it having provided them with a routine, 
something to look forward to and an opportunity they did not want to lose, motivated them to 
get through each day and return to BrightHorizons the next: 
 
“I’m more relaxed. I ain’t trying to get into no trouble because I like my job 
(laughter), so, I…go gym… do my shower, have my phone calls on the wing, 
have my dinner and go back to sleep and prepare for the next day. […] So, 
I’ve gained a routine.” (Tyreese) 
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Secondly, BrightHorizons was a pleasant environment within the prison to ‘escape’ to. As 
outlined in section 4.3.6, BrightHorizons operated from designated enclosed areas within the 
prison. This meant BrightHorizons participants were away from the wings and the rest of the 
prisoner population during the day. Having somewhere to go where they knew they could relax 
and unwind gave them the space to recover from general tiredness induced by the prison 
environment, detracted from the stresses of daily prison life, and made it easier to deal with the 
rest of the prison (see also Stevens, 2012; Frank et al., 2015):  “…you might be out having a 
bad day out there but you come in here and… you know what, I’m away from all that, it’s a 
different environment, you kind of relax…” (Henry). Keira similarly described: “it was very 
like a home, not a home but it’s like a home within prison if you understand what I mean, a go 
to place to escape sometimes”. Thus, the pleasantness of the BrightHorizons environment 
appeared to not only satisfy prisoners’ BPN for competence whilst they were participating, but 
their increased competence extended beyond the programme walls to everyday prison life. 
Other prisoners described the different environment on BrightHorizons as more of an external 
perk which, contrary to SDT predictions, motivated continued participation for some: “…being 
on the wing all day is a bit tiring so coming off the wing was a bit refreshing so that’s why I 
was coming” (Steven).  
 
Being closed off from the general inmate population within BrightHorizons, having a space 
perceived as ‘theirs’, and access to a few ‘home comforts’ seemed to have provided prisoners’ 
with a community of their own (Stevens, 2014; see also Lloyd et al., 2017) (also facilitative of 
the BPN for relatedness- see section 7.3), away from the chaos and unpredictability of the rest 
of the prison: “We’re very much like caved here rather than around where other people are.” 
(Keira), and: “it’s like a getaway and it doesn’t feel like prison when we’re in here… because 
obviously, there isn’t, it’s a nice building in here.” (Joanna). Both their physical separation, 
and the more positive atmosphere within BrightHorizons was thus important for continued 
motivation to participate (see also Koons et al., 1997):“To tell you the truth, since I've come to 
BrightHorizons I don't even think about the rest of the prison.” (Marvin), and “in 
BrightHorizons when I was working there I didn’t feel like to be honest I’m in prison… they 
made me feel so comfortable” (Tabitha).  
 
Lastly, and perhaps most importantly, they spoke about how participating in BrightHorizons 
was enjoyable- reflecting intrinsic motivation. Something which could not be said of much else 
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they had done in prison. Prisoners spoke of the significance of having something to look 
forward to every day:  
 
“It’s something to look forward to because in prison you really haven’t got 
much to look forward to but when you get a good job that you look forward 
to I think that’s very rare. Well, I’ve been in jail twelve years and this is the 
first time I’ve had it, so it’s very rare.” (Ollie). 
 
They described how working with the young people kept their spirits up, in spite of the many 
difficulties that came with being in prison: 
  
“I can wake up and not be feeling in the mood but as soon as the group of 
kids come in its like it lights up my day, working with them, seeing their point 
of view and they make me laugh all the time.” (Tyreese) 
 
Meeting new groups of young people was described as refreshing and exciting, and brought 
some light relief to an otherwise ‘weighty’ experience (see Crewe, 2011a). The novelty, 
challenge and enjoyment gained from the work itself kept many motivated to participate: “…as 
long as there’s people coming in, like, youngsters coming in then there’s still, for me, there’s 
still motivation to come down here.” (Mick). Whilst Gary said: 
 
“I quite enjoy learning new things, like challenging myself, keeping busy.  
Stimulating my mind because I’ve done time where I’ve not studied and I can 
feel myself getting stupid, those type of things. Yes, I can actually feel myself 
disintegrating in my brain. So, it is good to keep my brain active as much as 
I can, yes.” 
 
Such enjoyment was not limited to the work itself: 
 
“I thought it was literally just doing the events but we do a lot of team 
building so we’ll do different, like what we do for the kids, we’ll do with us 
or we’ll go down and play, oh what’s it called, badminton or tennis and stuff 
like that and it encourages you all to work well as a team and stuff so and 
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it’s quite nice to get to do stuff like that when you’re in prison, so yes, that 
kind of stuff.” (Lauren) 
 
BrightHorizons thus brought a highly appreciated element of fun and variety to an otherwise 
monotonous prison life, making it somewhat more akin to life in the outside world.  
 
Overall then, participating in BrightHorizons appeared to be to some extent satisfying 
prisoners’ BPNs for not only competence (and relatedness- see also next chapter), but for 
autonomy- which SDT posits is pivotal for the internalisation of motivation.  
 
6.4. Motivation through sense of achievement/responsibility 
 
The overarching theme of achievement/responsibility encompassed the ways in which being 
put in a position of trust and responsibility instilled a sense of pride and accomplishment, which 
supported the satisfaction of BPNs for competence and autonomy and facilitated motivation to 
participate. Participating provided a continual sense of achievement/responsibility in three 
main ways. Firstly, prisoners took pride in being accepted onto the programme, which was 
sustained by the challenging nature of the work. Secondly, prisoners felt like an important part 
of BrightHorizons because they were responsible for delivering the workshops themselves. 
Lastly, prisoners had (limited) input into decisions about how the programme was run.  
 
6.4.1 Taking pride in being a BrightHorizons team member 
 
The stringent selection criteria and rigorous recruitment process (see section 1.5.4) meant being 
accepted onto BrightHorizons was something prisoners believed that they could be proud of: 
“…on the interview they kind of... they put a value on the job which when you’re in prison most 
jobs you get you don’t even have to turn up for the interview, you just get a letter saying that’s 
your job.” (Kevin). Having worked hard to get there and been required to demonstrate certain 
skills or accomplishments (rather than just being placed into a job or told to complete a certain 
programme), they spoke of their pride to have achieved something worthwhile on their own 
merit. Many spoke of what it meant to them that somebody else had recognised their potential, 
and to be doing something that required skills and competencies not everybody within the 
prison possessed: “I don’t think everybody gets it…I have been given the chance and I always 
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will be grateful for that” (Tabitha). Perceiving they had the necessary attributes to work with 
young people (namely security clearance, patience and communication skills) provided 
validation and meant they felt “quite privileged” (Gary) to be part of BrightHorizons. Knowing 
that to get onto BrightHorizons you had to be “one of the better, upstanding inmates” (Henry) 
provided a constant reminder that they were faring better than many other prisoners (see 
Festinger, 1954), and that trying to better themselves was something they could be proud of. 
This appeared to reinforce internal motivation to participate via enhanced satisfaction of the 
BPN for competence, and by fulfilling their more external motive to avoid their fears of wasting 
their time in prison (see section 5.3.1) (see also Paternoster and Bushway, 2009; Frank et al., 
2015).  
 
Following the initial achievement of being accepted for BrightHorizons, the challenging work 
that the role involved was crucial for sustaining this initial sense of achievement satisfying 
competence and underpinning prisoners’ motivation to participate. Having responsibility for 
educating young people supported competence because prisoners recognised this was a 
difficult task that had important outcomes for many- not just the young people themselves but 
their supervisors, their families and their wider communities. The intensity of the training that 
they had received was an important part of this, as it demonstrated the high requirements 
demanded of the role: 
 
“…there is so much work that goes in behind it, do you know, so it’s not just 
the thing where you think oh yeah well we’ve got an event today, sweet, we’ll 
just turn up. It’s not like that, you know, we get a list of people, sensitive 
issues that they’ve got, difficulties that they’ve got, people with reading 
difficulties, you know, Asperger’s and we have to look out for all of this stuff 
happening alongside of what we’re doing and cater for that, you know and 
be sensitive to it and respect the fact that these things are kind of the tip of 
an iceberg as it were, yeah, so. All of that happens through the training, do 
you know what I mean. Without that training in the background happening, 
we wouldn’t be skilled enough to kind of cope with that.” (Jordan) 
  
In terms of the day-to-day nature of the work, prisoners drew attention to how they took pride 
in the sensitivities, subtle complexities and multiple skills that were required to successfully 
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undertake their role. Having new challenges to rise to every day, and feeling they had 
succeeded on most, reinforced prisoners’ sense of achievement and enhanced competence: 
 
“You do role plays so it’s out of your comfort zone, play games which is out 
of your comfort zone but you just, I don’t know, you just seem, I don’t know 
I seem to just get on with it and I really enjoy it but it’s hard, I’m not going 
to say it’s easy because it’s not because there’s a lot of detail what goes into 
it…” (Claire) 
 
“…it's not really one of those jobs that you don't want to do. It's exciting and 
you're wondering what set of kids you're going to have today…to get a set of 
teenagers that don't know each other to do a workshop for four hours, you've 
got to commend yourself, you've got to say you've got some skills there…” 
(Marvin) 
 
The continual challenge of the work- “the challenge is just obviously dealing with it on the day 
and doing it in a way that’s going to get the best out of the group” (Mick)- and sense of 
achievement at the end of a day well done kept them on their toes, and meant they were always 
motivated to come back the next day: “…we train for the day and when the day comes and we 
execute it perfectly at the end we’re like, “We got that one, now we’ve got it tomorrow.”” 
(Ollie). 
 
6.4.2. Responsibility for delivering workshops  
 
Having responsibility for delivering the workshops was motivating: “I like it the way it’s just 
left to us but [named staff members] are here but they’re not involved in the workshops like we 
purely do it.” (Lauren) (see also Maggioni et al., 2018). Holding this responsibility meant that 
over time prisoners began to see themselves as experts in their craft. In part, motivation to 
participate was sustained over time by the perception many expressed that they were not only 
effective in their role – key to competence within SDT- but integral to BrightHorizons’ 
functioning and success, due to their ‘insider knowledge’ (see section 5.2.1) (see also LeBel, 
Richie and Maruna, 2015; Heidemann et al., 2016; Honeywell, 2016):  
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“They can relate to us because everything that they’ve done or are doing, 
nine times out of ten all the guys on the BrightHorizons team have been there 
before…whereas if you’re speaking to somebody that hasn’t done what 
you’ve done or been where you’ve been you’d be like, “Oh, you don’t even 
know what I’m talking about. You don’t know where I’m coming from” 
whereas we kind of do know where they’re coming from and that’s where it 
is.” (James) 
 
Being relied upon for their particular expertise was motivating because it gave them some 
authority and made them feel valued, thus simultaneously enhancing prisoners’ sense of 
autonomy:  
 
“…we run the programme when the kids come so we feel wanted innit, it’s 
like, you know, you’re not just a prisoner you’re actually a facilitator which 
is good for my mind anyway… just made me feel more and more eager to 
come back every week…You feel like a person that has got responsibilities.” 
(Sanjay) 
 
On the other hand, this responsibility could be experienced as paradoxical (see also section 
8.2). This was because the reason they had been given this responsibility and authority was 
ultimately because they had received a prison sentence. Being reminded of this could 
occasionally take its toll on the self-worth they had gradually rebuilt, which appeared to detract 
from their sense of achievement, thwart their sense of competence, and hence undermine 
motivation: 
 
“…you’re rolled out as a guy that’s made mistakes… the message is my life’s 
a mess, don’t do what I did… There have been times when I’ve thought about 
just pulling back only for the reason that having to present yourself as this 
deterrent, it can get tiring…” (Ed) 
 
Being responsible for helping other young people could also be an unwelcome reminder that 
they were not able to be there for their own children: 
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“…when you’re here for quite a long time it can wear you down, it can, you 
know, it can wear you down because it brings home to you what you’re 
missing, do you know, it brings home to you that I’m not out there looking 
after my own kids, you know… I’m here; I’m stuck, you know…so it is 
difficult because obviously you look at these young people and I see my kids, 
I see, you know, I see you know, my son back in when they were at that age 
14, 15 and I wasn’t there, you know. […] so sometimes it can be, yeah, 
sometimes you just think you know what, I’ve had enough.” (Jordan) 
 
They remained motivated to participate regardless because, despite their regrets from the past, 
participating at least meant they were now “making good out of bad” (Maruna, 2001; Awenat 
et al., 2018): “I know the huge biggest one, you know, the mistake I’ve done. I want to put 
things right now so every opportunity is there, I go and ask and I go and apply for it.” (Tabitha). 
 
6.4.3. The nature of prisoner input into how the programme was run 
 
Clearly, prisoners had a high degree of responsibility for delivering the workshops- something 
they all embraced. Yet accounts of the extent of their input into how the programme was 
delivered were far more contested and were littered with contradictions. Generally, having an 
input appeared to enhance fulfilment of BPNs for competence and autonomy, yet certain 
restrictions upon the input they could have limited the extent to which these needs were 
satisfied. Taken together, however, the overall narrative was that prisoners felt they had some 
input into how the programme was delivered but that this input was limited. Nevertheless, 
having some input was better than having no input at all.  
 
Firstly, prisoners described how they had some input into the operation of the programme, such 
as being encouraged to make suggestions, provide feedback on Event Days and (sometimes) 
having their ideas implemented. They spoke of how programme staff regularly asked their 
opinions, and decisions regarding how to evolve the programme were often made as a team:  
 
“If someone has an idea and says, “No, but I feel that this would work” like, 
we will sit down and everyone will get together and say, “Okay, if you think 
that’s going to work, how do we implement that?” and if it is worth 
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implementing we’ll implement it, if it’s not then it’ll come out in the 
conversation that this is the reason why we don’t think we should implement 
it.” (Corey) 
 
“They give us their feedback about our performance, areas where we were 
strong, areas where we may need to develop so it’s all quite constructive and 
obviously, we give our views as to how we felt the events went.” (Jonathan) 
 
Some prisoners felt that staff acknowledged their aforementioned ‘expertise’ enough to take 
their suggestions seriously. However, the final decision for any alteration to the programme 
content was down to staff. Generally though, whether their ideas were implemented or not, 
prisoners appreciated them being considered: 
 
“…having lived the life that a lot of these young guys are living you recognise 
you have insight and maybe, dare I say, they don’t. […] So they do take it on 
board to an extent albeit they make the final decisions […] Sometimes they 
take it on board, sometimes they don’t but that’s cool.” (Ed) 
 
This was because being invited to contribute and listened to was a welcome change to run-of-
the-mill prison life, where decisions were made for them:  
 
“I’d like to go to the gym at a certain time but I have to go at the time they 
tell me I can go to the gym and then I’d like to eat whatever food I’d like 
afterwards but obviously, I can only eat what they give me” (Ollie) 
 
However, having this ‘voice’ was particularly motivating when suggestions they had made did 
result in changes being implemented, however small (see Vansteenkiste, Lens and Deci, 2006): 
 
“Like, just say to do the workshop a certain way, they might say, “I think 
you’re right, it would be good to do it this way” and we’ve changed it do 
that, like that and then you feel like yes, they’re listening to me. […] It’s not 
like, “Oh, whatever. You lot are prisoners you don’t even have a say.” 
(Sanjay) 
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When their ideas were not implemented, prisoners stated that the rationale behind decisions 
was usually made clear to them by BrightHorizons, supporting their sense of autonomy. This 
meant they were more inclined to continue participating, even if they did not agree with the 
way everything was done or their suggestions had not been incorporated into the programme 
delivery: “…if I make suggestions they are listened to… and if nothing’s changed I can 
understand the reason why I’m always given the reason, yes.” (Matthew). 
   
Additionally, the tone in which such decisions were communicated was important for 
motivation, because the sensitive nature of the work meant that being asked to present 
something in a certain way could be taken personally: 
 
“I understand their [programme staff] balance is like, well, we’re doing stuff 
for the kids, isn’t it, but at the same time when we’re doing stuff for the kids 
we’re dealing with our lives, isn’t it, this is our life story so when you are 
talking to us about our life story and you tell us to take something out, the 
way you talk to us about it, it might be something that’s very sensitive to 
us…” (Corey) 
 
Accounts suggested that when staff provided prisoners with what they perceived to be a 
legitimate reason for decisions and explained this respectfully and patiently, they were more 
willing to adapt their behaviour, without this undermining their autonomy. At other times, not 
having their suggestions taken on board was described as frustrating and demotivating. After 
all, they had been ‘entrusted’ with responsibility over delivering the workshops, but were then 
told specifically how this had to be done: 
 
“I can feel like I’m under a lot of pressure sometimes and, you know, 
sometimes if something’s not going quite right and then I’m getting told I 
have to do it this way or something it can be a bit stressful and I just think, 
“Do you know what, I don’t want to be here anymore” (Erica) 
 
Erica and Corey’s above quotes allude to the second point within this sub-theme- that prisoners 
felt that their input was limited. Much of the restriction to their input was a result of the fact 
that the programme content was outlined in the programme manual (see section 1.5.2) and was 
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largely unchangeable. This was due to BrightHorizons’ commitment to maintaining treatment 
integrity, which refers to the degree to which an intervention is implemented as intended- and 
is an important component of evaluation (Lowenkamp, 2004; Andrews and Dowden, 2005; 
Maguire et al., 2010). Many spoke of how they nevertheless managed to incorporate their own 
interpretation and individual style into the workshops, particularly through roleplays. This 
allowed them to express their personality and “make it your own” (Gary) in ways they felt 
would resonate most with young people: “although there’s a script, the character, you can 
bring to life in your own way so that they can identify.” (Jonathan). Which was reinvigorating 
when the work began to feel repetitive- a demotivating aspect of BrightHorizons that many 
referred to: 
 
“… there was times on BrightHorizons where it was kind of like, “Oh no, 
going to work, we’re going over the same workshops”… I started to think, 
right, you know, let’s look at the other workshops… that motivates me, let 
me see if I can do something different with this…” (Elouise) 
 
Thus, prisoners had found subtle ways of exerting their influence via the ways that they 
delivered the material. For example, adapting and updating the language they used, such that 
young people would be better able to identify. They perceived that small changes such as these 
could make a big difference: “… the framework remains the same, but some of the language 
sometimes changes, you know. Small changes, small changes happen but kind of to get a better 
result.” (Jordan).  
 
However, some felt their own creativity and the evolution of the programme was too limited 
(see also Strauss and Falkin, 2000). There was a clear gender divide within these narratives. 
Women expressed a willingness to work within the parameters of the original framework. 
Keira, for example, understood that “a lot of things have been not changed because we can’t 
change the initial thing”, and Elouise described herself as “always one for coming back to the 
manual”. These women understood the importance of staying focused on the fundamental aims 
and objectives, and that any changes had to be made without losing sight of these.  
 
In contrast, men adamantly stated that they wanted more input. For example, Steven said he 
wished staff would “give us licence to do what we want”, and Drew wanted “more freewill of 
how to present something.” Men readily identified more aspects of BrightHorizons that they 
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would change if it was up to them than women- which mainly revolved around what they 
delivered being too tame, rigid and outdated, and that they were not allowed to speak more 
frankly to the young people. This appeared to undermine the sense of autonomy otherwise 
gained from delivering the programme. For example, Ed said that he wanted to deliver: 
“something a little bit more, I don’t know, edgy…”, Jordan something: “a bit more raw”, 
Darren that he wanted to: “…just not lie and just tell them the truth, the children because there 
is some stuff you can’t tell the children.”, Henry felt that: “every kid that comes in you’ve got 
to be able to bend and convert it so he understands it. That’s where more needs to be done.”, 
and Steven said: “I feel like some of the things can be trimmed, some of the workshops. It 
doesn’t need to be as long as it is…”, that he would “make the workshop more flexible in 
general” and that BrightHorizons “could do with a younger facilitator just to give it a new 
energy.” Identifying these perceived shortcomings of programme delivery ultimately reminded 
these prisoners of their limited ability to act on their own behalf (see also Rowe, 2016).  
 
Men also spoke of their annoyance when their point of view was cast aside in favour of what 
the staff or manual dictated- again thwarting fulfilment of the BPN for autonomy and 
relatedness (see section 7.2.1) (see also Hettema, Steele and Miller, 2005; Britton et al., 2011). 
Their perception that BrightHorizons was resistant to change, and that the manual was overly 
relied upon, was described as its main shortfall. This was because prisoners believed that they 
had a deeper understanding of the issues BrightHorizons covered with the young people, yet 
this was not optimally utilised: “…it sounds like academics have written the spiel to be 
delivered by people who’ve lived that life to people who may be on the path to that life and it 
doesn’t always correlate” (Jonathan). Similarly, for Joe: “I felt like they don’t get enough 
intake from prisons or prisoners to try and help the course run better…everything is very, very, 
to the book…”. 
 
Accounts suggested that this frustration was felt most acutely when it came to the limitations 
placed upon prisoners’ interactions with the young people. Prisoners stated that they felt that 
their limited input into how the workshops were delivered hampered their ability to effectively 
communicate with the young people (thus also thwarting fulfilment of the BPN for 
relatedness). As has already been established, prisoners and young people relating to one 
another was widely considered the essential ingredient for the successful operation of 
BrightHorizons and prisoners generally felt that they positively impacted the young people (see 
section 6.2.3). However, the prisoner-young person connection was also described as fragile 
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and something that could be lost. Because of this, some prisoners expressed concerns that they 
were not always able to interact with the young people the way they were naturally inclined to, 
because of the restrictions of the programme. For these prisoners, their ability to get through to 
the young people was impeded by not being allowed to say certain things. For example, they 
spoke about how perceived requirements to ‘gloss’ over the details of their offence, eliminate 
any positive side to crime, and exaggerate certain aspects of prison reduced their credibility: 
 
“…to be realistic, there is a good side to the crime that people commit. Like, 
if we’re talking about someone who’s a drug dealer they have lived a certain 
lifestyle and I feel like we kind of told, “No, tone that down” whereas if 
you’re a child that’s coming in here that is seeing people out there living that 
lifestyle and you come here and we’re telling you, “No, it’s not like that, 
they’re lying to you” you’re not going to believe us because we’re here to 
stop you from committing crimes, there’s nothing, you’re just trying to stop 
me from committing crime, you’re not really trying to, you’re not really 
relating to where I’m coming from… You’re not going to believe me so 
everything else that comes out of my mouth you’re going to think, “Oh, this 
guy’s just lying.”  (Corey) 
 
These prisoners felt that having further responsibility to speak more freely and honestly would 
enhance the impact they might have on young people, as many were worried that the 
mechanical delivery and holding things back negatively influenced how young people 
responded to them: 
 
“So, because at some stage for me it’s like them old comedies where you wait 
for the boom, boom, boom and you’re thinking that just sounds, it sounds 
scripted and the thing is with young people you have to let them know that 
actually, this is flowing, this is, although it’s a workshop that we probably 
run all the time it’s personal; because of that script it just not so… They’re 
not having that (laughter). […] You’ll lose them.” (Jonathan) 
 
“I believe that obviously that giving them choices, yeah, is an effective tool. 
But I also think that sometimes … because of the source … because of the 
host environment that we’re in, we deliver a message that sometimes is a bit 
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diluted, yeah… Sometimes I see that on the faces of some kids where they 
look at us and think, yeah, no I’m not buying that message, do you know.” 
(Jordan) 
 
Prisoners spoke of how what they were required to deliver did not always match up with their 
own lived experiences (see Laursen and Laws, 2017) and those that they suspected the young 
people were living: 
 
“…it sort of seems sometimes like they’re just a puppet rather than actually 
giving their personal experience. […] Sometimes the person is a bit robotic 
and some of the people do sort of say, “That’s not what I’m thinking, that’s 
not how I’m feeling.” […] it just seems everyone has to say the exact same 
thing.” (Drew) 
 
Feeling pressured to do it ‘by the book’ regardless could sometimes lead to disengagement by 
reducing their perceived capability to use their advantage of common ground to help the young 
people- undermining both competence and autonomy (see also Jaffe, 2012): “I feel that some 
of the things that we’re told that we can’t say give, I think it’s that missing link to why some of 
the kids may not relate to us…” (Corey). 
 
Overall, prisoners’ strong desire to help prevailed, and they continued participating. They 
reasoned that they had more of a voice and more responsibility at BrightHorizons than could 
be said of anything else they had done in prison. Leading into the final point- that having some 
say was better than none: “I’ve got an appreciation for the small things like again one of the 
benefits [of prison] is that freedom, doing without it for so long you really do appreciate what 
it is to have choice” (Ed). Furthermore, they all endorsed the underlying philosophy of 
BrightHorizons - if not precisely how this was applied - which meant they could still get behind 
it: “there are some fantastic initiatives here but just some of them I feel like just need a little 
tweak here and there.” (Joe). Similarly, Jonathan said: “there’s lots of different things that I 
think could be tweaked but the format in general is very, very good.” They spoke of how 
maintaining motivation necessitated balancing the requirements of the programme with their 
own ideas: “I just watched and learned and delivered it my way, like, some way that I’m 
comfortable with, sticking to the script” (Sanjay). Frustration was further alleviated by an 
awareness demonstrated by most that restrictions upon their behaviour were not personal and 
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that staff were not disregarding their ideas, opinions, or capabilities. Rather, it was “about being 
practical and what can be changed and what can be implemented” (Matthew) in the prison 
context. This indicates an understanding- albeit at varying levels- of the importance of 
managing risk and maintaining programme integrity. Thus, most respected the boundaries and 
remained motivated to participate within them: “We can have fun, you can, you know, enjoy 
yourself and so forth, but there are parameters that we function in and we have to stay within 
that.” (Jordan). 
 
6.5 Concluding thoughts 
 
Findings presented in this chapter indicate the ways that participating in BrightHorizons 
facilitated prisoners’ fulfilment of BPNs for competency and (albeit to a lesser extent) 
autonomy, fuelling motivation to participate over time. Prisoners were motivated to continue 
participating in three main ways. Firstly, by the sense of empowerment that they gained from 
receiving support and encouragement from programme staff for their personal development 
(both inside and out of BrightHorizons), the positive feedback they received from programme 
staff and visiting members of the public, and seeing and believing that they were having a 
positive impact on the young people. Thus supporting the idea of altruistic activity as 
meaningful correctional treatment (Toch, 2000; Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004). Secondly, 
from the sense of self-mastery gained from feeling an increased sense of control over their 
professional development through discovering their personal strengths; being inspired towards 
long-term career goals; gaining experience of working life; and having the opportunity to 
network with potential future employers from outside organisations. Also, they had an 
increased sense of personal control over coping with life in prison. Feeling that they had gained 
some sense of control over the future appeared to have provided a sense of calm in the here 
and now, underpinned by their focus upon developing themselves for returning to the outside 
world. Participating in BrightHorizons had facilitated this via instilling a generally positive 
outlook within prisoners; providing a pleasant environment in which to spend their time and 
enabling them to do something they enjoyed and that challenged them. Finally, from the sense 
of achievement and responsibility gained from the pride of being a BrightHorizons team 
member and surpassing the ongoing challenges of the role, having responsibility over 
delivering the workshops, and having an input into how the programme was delivered (such as 
making suggestions, providing feedback and having their ideas implemented). Whilst their 
input was limited (see below), prisoners continued participating because having some input 
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was better than none, and they believed strongly in BrightHorizons’ general aims and were 
thus willing to respect the boundaries and work within them.   
 
However, satisfaction of prisoners’ BPNs for competence and autonomy and the facilitative 
effect of this upon their motivation to participate was fragile. This was mainly because their 
behaviour was subject to the rules and boundaries set within the programme (and as a result of 
the wider prison environment), which prisoners perceived reduced the positive effect they were 
otherwise able to have on young people, and reminded them of the limits to their autonomy 
(see also Strauss and Falkin, 2000). Specifically, the empowering effect of positive feedback 
could be limited by receiving negative feedback and the lack of wider institutional recognition 
for their efforts. Thus supporting recent emphasis in the literature (and policy22) upon the 
importance of prison-wide rehabilitative cultures (eg. Mann, Howard and Tew, 2018; Liebling 
et al., 2019). Any sense of empowerment gained from positively impacting the young people 
could be dampened by the limits of what they could achieve in one day and the lack of provision 
of structured follow-up work with young people, and feedback to BrightHorizons on their 
progress. Feelings of mastery over their professional development were curbed by the fact that 
BrightHorizons had few formal links to community organisations. Lastly, the nature of 
prisoners’ input into BrightHorizons was limited by adherence to the programme manual 
(which stifled creativity and innovation) and censored interactions with young people, which 
reduced prisoners’ sense of achievement and responsibility.  
 
Taken together, participating in BrightHorizons appeared to be an enjoyable yet ambiguous 
and paradoxical experience for prisoners, due to inconsistently applied values of autonomy 
versus control at each end of the SDT continuum (see also Abrams, Kim and Anderson-Nathe, 
2005; Cox, 2011; Turner, 2012; Shammas, 2014). The current findings suggest that such 
uncertainty has direct implications for motivation to participate in programmes, even for those 
who are well-motivated. The next chapter explores the ways in which participating supported 
prisoners’ BPN for relatedness, and the influence of this on their motivation.  
 
 
                                                          
22 See https://www.gov.uk/guidance/rehabilitative-culture-in-prisons#what-does-a-rehabilitative-culture-look-
like 
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“Loneliness and the feeling of being unwanted is the most terrible 
poverty” (Mother Theresa) 
 
Chapter 7. “It really is like a big family”: Participating provided a sense 
of relatedness 
 
7.1. Introduction  
 
Relatedness is defined within SDT as the human need to feel connected with and significant to 
others, and to experience feelings of security, belongingness and intimacy (Deci and Ryan, 
2000, 2008b). This chapter explores the influence of relationships and interactions with others 
on prisoners’ motivation to participate over time. Participating in BrightHorizons supported 
prisoners’ sense of relatedness in three main ways. Firstly, interpersonal relationships 
developed between prisoners and programme staff were positive and motivating. Secondly, 
relationships between both staff and participating prisoners created a sense of community. 
Finally, participating in BrightHorizons re-connected prisoners with the outside world. This 
chapter explores the ways in which this increased sense of relatedness combined with the sense 
of competence that prisoners described in the previous chapter to facilitate motivation to 
participate over time.  
 
7.2 Building relatedness through positive relationships between prisoners and 
programme staff 
 
It was clear from prisoners’ accounts that programme staff played a key role in shaping how 
they experienced and responded to BrightHorizons. On the whole, relationships with 
programme staff were experienced as positive and motivating. Two main sub-themes were 
identified. First, staff treated them like human beings, and, second, such treatment was in direct 
contrast with the relationships they had with prison officers. 
 
7.2.1 Being treated as ‘human’ 
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Many prisoners spoke of the positive impact of BrightHorizons staff upon their motivation to 
participate. For example, when asked what made him feel particularly positive about being part 
of BrightHorizons, Sanjay said: “Many things, yes, the staff here are good, helpful…It makes 
you feel like a someone not a number.” Despite technically being authority figures, over time 
prisoners had come to see BrightHorizons staff as friends and advocates. Being treated as 
‘human’ was central to this, and facilitated prisoners’ well-being and autonomy (see also 
Liebling, 2004; Brosens et al., 2014; Clevenger, 2014; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; 
Perrin et al., 2018). For these prisoners, being treated as humans meant that staff emphasised 
their similarities not their differences and treated them with respect, and took a genuine interest 
in their lives (see also Crewe and Liebling, 2015; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016). These 
points are discussed in turn. 
 
Firstly, prisoners said that staff emphasised their similarities not their differences and treated 
them with respect. Whilst inequality between prisoners and BrightHorizons staff was thought 
to be inescapable (see also Crewe, 2011b; Lloyd et al., 2017), this was something that prisoners 
recognised that staff worked hard to minimise. They appreciated and respected this: “…no one 
down here really feels that they’re being treated as a prisoner, they feel like they’re being 
treated as a member of staff which makes it even better.” (Corey). Respect from staff was said 
to be communicated consistently and in various ways: “Just the way they talk to you, how they 
help you, they give you praise and they’re just kind people, they’re not, yes, they’re just, it’s 
nice.” (Claire). Also: “…they respect you…They try to gain understanding and they don’t force 
you to do anything, they ask you how you feeling every day to make sure you’re alright…” 
(Tyreese). Such respect and kindness appeared to limit any negative impact of the inevitable 
inequality underlying these relationships: 
 
“They've never been judgemental. They've never belittled any of the members 
or me, they've never spoke down to me. They made me feel welcome. They've 
listened to me so I don't think there's no kind of disrespect or any kind of 
animosity or anything like that. They're very welcoming, kind, pleasant.” 
(Kieran) 
 
This inclusivity was because BrightHorizons staff presented themselves, first and foremost, as 
fellow human beings, only asserting their authority over prisoners when it was necessary, and 
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in ways prisoners (mostly) perceived as legitimate (see Sparks and Bottoms, 1995; Liebling, 
2011; McCarthy and Brunton-Smith, 2018). Communications between programme staff and 
prisoners were also described as reciprocal (see also Stevens, 2014): “They’ll [BrightHorizons 
staff] tell us how they’re feeling. We’ll tell them how we’re feeling. So, we get to see both 
sides.” (Gary). This made for a tolerant and respectful environment and meant on rare 
occasions where any issues did arise, they were confronted head-on, openly discussed, and 
resolved together. This was important for continued motivation: 
 
“I get on with them really well, yes. As you can see, I’ve been here a year so 
I’ve had no problems with them. Sometimes, you know, if something’s not 
going too well or they feel like I need to brush up on certain things they’ll let 
me know so they’re honest with me. If I felt like I wasn’t happy about 
something, I’d let them know and be honest with them so we have a good 
relationship where we’re open and honest with each other.” (Erica) 
 
This also meant that the prisoner-staff hierarchy was less perceptible, because prisoners saw 
themselves as critical parts of a well-functioning unit that they were motivated to continue 
being part of. Staff were there to support them, but were not overbearing: 
 
“I don’t see them as staff, we are a team…they’re captains of a ship but the 
ship don’t run without the people in the engine room…There’s no hierarchy, 
there is a hierarchy because I know that they’re there but there’s not, no. 
[…] they treat us like a member of the team. They don’t treat me like a 
prisoner, they don’t see me as, they don’t see me as a prisoner, they don’t 
see me as what my crime is, they don’t see me as how long I’ve been in jail 
for they see me as a member of the team, a contributing member of the team 
just like everybody else” (Ollie). 
 
According to prisoners, instances of significant tensions with staff were rare, and tended to 
arise from opposing views about how the programme ought to be delivered (see section 6.4.3). 
Whenever there was something they were concerned about, prisoners stated that they felt they 
could raise this with staff, because they knew they would be respectful of their feelings:  
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“I feel like they are good at their job, and they’re willing to listen and like I 
feel like I can approach them… I feel like you’ve got a voice here and like if 
you need to, if you’ve got a problem you can air it as long as it’s in an 
appropriate manner and I feel like they do, they are quite sensitive to your 
needs and they listen” (Corey) 
 
Being able to approach staff enabled prisoners to deal with the high demands of participating 
(see section 8.2) and sustained motivation to participate. For example, Matthew said: 
 
“I think the job can be quite taxing but I don’t think I ever reached a stage 
where I thought, “You know what, I need to just leave.” … I think there’s a 
lot of things in place to prevent that from happening so, you know we have 
to pre-brief and debrief so there’s an opportunity to destress there and we 
have several energisers so for people that are, you know, feeling a bit down 
so just to lift you up a little bit, get great support from ops manager and 
support worker and yes, I think that’s one of the things that’s in place here 
just an opportunity to vent, if you like, that is there and that’s always needed 
when you’re doing a job such as this one. So yes, I’ve never thought of 
[leaving], you know as I’ve said that’s probably due to the fact that the 
support that we’ve got around us.” 
 
Secondly, prisoners spoke of how staff took a genuine interest in their lives. For Elouise: 
 
“Yes, we get on with the staff. It’s nice because they’re not prison officers… 
it’s not just about the work here, they’ll talk to us about any, like, I’ve been 
helped with other problems that I’ve had going on so it’s not all just about 
work.” 
 
Many prisoners (particularly women) spoke about how BrightHorizons staff had become a 
solid source of support in terms of talking to and advising them about wider aspects of their 
lives. Lauren explained how staff always being there to support her meant she remained 
motivated to participate, even when she was struggling personally: 
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“…like last week I had a bit of a down week and I didn’t really know why 
but I came and I spoke to [named staff member] and [named staff member] 
about it and it really helped me because they helped me think why do you 
feel down…so they helped me put a plan together… so by them helping me, 
like, talking to me about it and helping me do it, it’s made me feel more 
positive and got myself out of the down period that I was in, so.”  
 
Male prisoners provided fewer examples of having received emotional support for issues 
unrelated to BrightHorizons from staff. Nonetheless, accounts from male prisoners suggested 
they knew this support was there should they need it:  
 
“I feel we’ve all got a good relationship. I can call them and tell them stuff 
about whatever is going on in my personal life and they’d be very 
understanding about it. They make a point of that every day.” (Gary) 
 
Many prisoners - male and female - spoke of how BrightHorizons staff made time for 
conversations which may have had nothing to do with the programme (even outside of 
programme time) and went above and beyond the call of duty to help them: “…she’ll do most 
things for you, she’ll do anything for you, like send a letter for you or talk to anyone or go to 
the governor for you, she’ll fight your corner for you.” (Kevin). Prisoners therefore perceived 
that they were doing so out of genuine care and desire to help, rather than for the benefit of the 
programme, or out of obligation- “and the thing is they don’t have to do that… it’s nice of them 
to do that and to give you time.” (Lauren). Staff taking an authentic interest and providing 
enhanced support appeared to have culminated in meaningful relationships that enhanced 
fulfilment of the BPN for relatedness and positively influenced prisoners’ motivation (see also 
Crewe, 2011b; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016). The high level 
of care and commitment staff extended towards prisoners motivated them to not let them down, 
because they had believed in them: 
“I like them a lot. They are potential employers or friends that I could ask, 
or could talk to about anything. They've extended that hospitality to me which 
I've never had in prison, so in that respect, I respect them so much to never 
let them down. That’s a blessing as far as I can see” (Marvin) 
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Taken together the interactions and relationships established with BrightHorizons staff had a 
“knock-on effect” on their motivation to change because: “…being treated as a trusted 
individual, you, kind of, feel you have to, one, show your appreciation and, two, just turn it 
around a bit.” (Gary).  
 
7.2.2 Relationships with programme staff contrasted with relationships with prison officers 
 
Increased satisfaction of their BPN for relatedness gained via prisoners’ relationships with 
programme staff appeared to be particularly significant in light of their relationships with 
prison officers. Prisoners directly contrasted their negative interactions with officers with the 
positive relationships they had with programme staff: “They [programme staff] show us respect 
as human beings which is so much more different than officers do. The officers treat you as 
prisoners, they don’t treat us as prisoners, they treat us as people that they work with.” (Keira). 
Far from the aforementioned wide-reaching support received from programme staff, prisoners 
believed that prison officers “couldn’t give a monkeys” (Mick) about them or their 
rehabilitation (see also Kolind, Frank and Dahl, 2010). Rather they were there to do their job 
of enforcing their imprisonment with minimal hassle, sometimes by inflicting further misery 
on them (see also Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; Fox, 2016). From the perspective of these prisoners, 
they sometimes did not even do their job:  
 
“The two staff here are very good people, I can’t diss them one bit. […] 
They’d do anything for us, do you know what I mean? The relationship was 
perfect but between them and the officers, now, the BrightHorizons staff will 
do anything for us but then when we go to the officers and ask them to do it 
they wouldn’t do it. […] But it’s their job to do that. (Darren) 
 
“The officers in this prison is absolutely disgraceful…they’re not very 
helpful, they’re not very polite, they’re not very energetic, they’re very lazy 
and they don’t really do nothing… It’s disgusting, the laziness of them.” 
(Mick) 
 
At best, interactions between prisoners and officers were described as civil:  
 
194 
 
“They’re not really interested in your life, do you know what I mean? […] 
They just see you as a name and number. […] They might be polite to you 
and they’re okay with you but they wouldn’t actually stop and say, “Do you 
know what, how’s your day been?” (Erica) 
 
At worst, prisoners described officers’ attitudes towards them as hostile and prejudiced (see 
also Kjelsberg, Skoglund and Rustad, 2007): “…some of the officers around the jail they look 
at you like they’re toe rags, they’ll be in here a couple of years, you know, they just hate you. 
[…] There’s no empathy, there’s no nothing…” (Jonathan).  
 
Being treated with indifference or hostility by officers could sometimes work against prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in rehabilitative activities (see also Maruna, 2001; Haney, 2002; 
Paternoster and Bushway, 2009; Bottoms and Shapland, 2011; McCarthy and Brunton-Smith, 
2018). This being because negative interactions with officers could sometimes threaten the 
aforementioned positive outlook they had developed through participating in activities such as 
BrightHorizons (see section 6.3.2), and because officers had the power to take the good things 
prisoners’ had achieved away from them: 
 
“….they say that this is probably the best C-cat prison in the country for, do 
you know, I can’t say that word, rehabilitation (laughter)… Behind closed 
doors you’re always constantly with the staff and little things that they, 
they’re antagonising you and they don’t give you things that usually you’re 
entitled to and things that you're due and these kind of things wind you up 
and so you kind of feel pressure and once you keep going and going and then 
once you go then all the good work that you’ve done over the year is now, 
it’s on the backburner because of just one incident and that’s how it is at 
times.” (James) 
 
From a different (though less commonly expressed) perspective, a few prisoners mentioned 
that participating in BrightHorizons had improved their relationships with officers. This was 
because BrightHorizons had enough status within the prison to warrant those prisoners who 
participated with a ‘trusted status’. Some officers appeared to look on them as a different kind 
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of prisoner as a result, and had been more trusting and respectful of them since they had joined 
(see also Jackson and Innes, 2000; Perrin, 2017). 
 
“I think the staff look at you quite differently when you’re doing this…Even little things 
like getting searched coming off the wing and they say like "Oh, he's on 
BrightHorizons"…they’re, kind of, nice little benefits and the nice little treatments you 
get from it.” (Gary) 
 
7.3 Building relatedness through the BrightHorizons community 
 
Prisoners also spoke of the sense of community associated with participating on 
BrightHorizons, which appeared to have increased their sense of relatedness and facilitated 
motivation to participate over time. Prisoners described this community in terms of both the 
whole team (programme staff together with the prisoner team) and the solidarity between 
prisoners that they experienced whilst delivering the programme. Three subthemes were 
identified. Firstly, that prisoners felt part of a team; secondly, that they were open and honest 
with one another; and thirdly, that they were working towards a common goal. 
 
7.3.1 Being part of a team 
 
Feeling part of a team on BrightHorizons was something many referred to as important for 
continued motivation. Prisoners generally described that the team was like a family. However, 
turnover and issues regarding how tensions within the team were managed could undermine 
this.  
 
Prisoners described that the team was like a family (see also Koons et al., 1997; Collica, 2010; 
Collica-Cox, 2014; Stevens, 2014; Ross and Auty, 2018): “everyone gets on fine, we’re like a 
little family down here so it’s good.” (James), and: 
 
“…we used to have a set routine coming in, you have your breakfast in the 
morning here and we’d talk about the football the day before, you know, get 
[named staff member] annoyed a couple of times (laughter) and that’s it, we 
go home. So, it’s yes, it really is like a big family.” (Joe) 
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In this spirit of family, many alluded to an unwritten code whereby they always had each 
other’s backs, even under difficult circumstances. Having a team behind them instilled a sense 
of competence and relatedness that motivated prisoners to continue participating: 
 
“…the confidence that the team will instil in you, I don’t know, I’ve never 
had a real job…and then had a team behind me saying, ‘You can do this’ so 
when I was ready and before I got up to deliver it I got a hand on my shoulder 
like ‘you’ve got this’ and when I got up I delivered it, I got the thumbs up, sit 
down, everyone clapped. I said, ‘Okay, I’ve got this.’” (Ollie) 
 
However, much like the strong rhetoric of giving back detailed in section 5.2.1, the motto of 
“let’s be there for each other” was similarly “drummed into” (Anthony) them regularly. 
Together demonstrating the kinds of subtly coercive mechanisms that come into play even 
within voluntary rehabilitative programmes (see Fox, 1999; Turner, 2012)- which may have 
undermined the sense of autonomy underlying these interactions.    
 
A significant aspect of prisoners’ accounts was the impact of team members coming and going 
on the team dynamic. High turnover typical of the prison environment meant the composition 
of the BrightHorizons team was constantly changing. This can disrupt the development of 
rapport and engagement in group activities (Frank et al., 2015). The accounts of prisoners 
participating on BrightHorizons indicated some complexity in relation to the impact of 
turnover. On the one hand, prisoners described that new members were generally welcomed 
and easily integrated into the team: “this is a comfortable scene, everyone just gets stuck in to 
making the new person feel at ease” (Sanjay). Indeed, many felt that gaining new members 
strengthened the team: 
 
“We've got these new guys that are coming with new experiences and new 
techniques, new skills, so they're just adding to it and it fills up the team a 
bit more. It makes us look a bit more professional even because the kids see 
how much of us are here and the different types of stories, they gravitate to 
different people as well. I just think it blossoms the team, it makes the team 
shine a bit more.” (Marvin) 
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That said, the impact of turnover on motivation ultimately depended on the fit of personalities 
between existing and new team members - whilst any serious clashes were rare, it wasn’t 
always the case that everybody ‘clicked’: 
 
“…when I first come down in the team I thought it sort of matched my 
personality and I used to have a laugh quite a lot and then someone you like 
would go and someone else would come who was quite rigid or whatever 
and then you wouldn’t be able to … so, you sort of enjoyed it less being down 
here, do you know what I mean? So, it all depends on the people really to be 
honest…” (Mick) 
 
On the other hand, original team members leaving also sometimes negatively impacted on 
motivation. This tended to reflect disruption to friendships between prisoners which had made 
participating especially enjoyable. As Erica explained: 
 
“…if the Lead Coordinator was to leave I don’t know how I’d feel about that, 
you know, because we’re pretty close and we are tight and we work well 
together and if she was to leave I just, I don’t know. […] I’d stick with the 
job but I don’t know how I’d feel, do you know what I mean? […] Because I 
feel like, you know, like some days if you’re crashing and she’ll pick me up 
or if she’s crashing I’ll pick her up […] we’re a close team so, you know, but 
she’s like my best friend (laughter)” 
 
Prisoners spoke about there being a period of adjustment when team members they had grown 
close to moved on:  
 
“I had a team, when I first started we were quite well long term no one 
changed, no one had gone out just when they had to go home and things like 
that. It did feel a bit weird but then, you know, they’re progressing to 
something like going home, getting their ROTLs so it’s good but I did feel 
like, “Oh shit, they’re going now. What are we going to do now, we’re going 
to have to bond with a new set of people” … but then you just adapt to the 
situation.” (Sanjay) 
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As well as being disruptive of relationships, prisoners stated that having the team at full 
capacity was important for delivering the programme to a high standard and for keeping them 
motivated. This was because when the programme was operating at full strength and everybody 
came together energy and enthusiasm was generated: 
 
“…there was a very, very vibrant team when I first joined and there was a 
lot of us so and I felt like it kind of, it helps…I was happy to come here and 
the people around me was happy. Once you have a happy environment you 
perform to your best. Now it feels like, two people and you can’t be arsed 
and, you know, it doesn’t give you enthusiasm to want to do well for 
yourself.” (Joe) 
 
In contrast, when part of a small team (in some cases just a pair), prisoners had no choice but 
to deliver every workshop, which was described as pressurising and tiring:  
 
“…we were back to two of us and me and Drew did cope quite well as there 
were only two of us. It did bring a little bit more pressure on delivering the 
workshops so we were back and forth but apart from being tired, I was all 
right with it and I reckon Drew was as well because it's your own story, it's 
not like you get tired of telling your own story but obviously, sometimes you 
do want more of a diversity in terms of presenting.” (Marvin) 
 
Equally, insufficient capacity of paid BrightHorizons staff sometimes meant prisoners could 
not interact with the young people as much as they would like to. Two members of 
BrightHorizons staff were required to run the Event Days with young people - one manager 
and one support worker at each prison. On occasions when there was only one (e.g. due to 
sickness, absence or an unfilled vacancy), Event Days sometimes had to be cancelled. This was 
demotivating because working directly with young people was what prisoners enjoyed most 
about BrightHorizons (see sections 6.3.2 and 8.5). Cancellation of Event Days meant 
consecutive training days, which could get repetitive. This could dampen motivation by 
undermining positive relationships and making prisoners feel less enthusiastic about being on 
the BrightHorizons team. As Gary, whose manager was absent at the time of his interview, 
said: “having one Event Day a week or maybe not at all, and not being able to deliver in front 
of kids for about two weeks, maybe, at a time is a bit long.” Similarly, for Steven:  
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“…I do get tired of doing the same things all the time and when it’s first 
thing in the morning and I come in and we’re doing something that I done 
yesterday that kind of annoys me and there’s sometimes I can’t hide my 
emotion so they [staff] see that and then it’s just not connecting well, do you 
know what I mean? […] So, eventually that’s why I left because I didn’t want 
to like bring any bad negative energy towards the group so I might as well 
have just left because I feel like I can’t gain anything from it anymore.” 
 
A second aspect of teamwork that had to be managed over time was instances when friction 
arose between team members. Where such difficulties were mentioned, these tended to be 
differences of opinion between prisoners and petty arguments that diffused quickly. Reminding 
themselves that their purpose on the programme was more significant than their individual 
quarrels provided a firm reason to put any differences behind them: “…sometimes, yes you get 
personality clashes but you just remind each other we’re here to help each other…” (Anthony). 
However, prisoners spoke of how they could occasionally get quite heated in the moment, 
which could be demotivating: “…there have been times when we’ve had some heated 
arguments with others and all that and I’ve gone away and it’s upset me and I’ve thought about 
giving the job up.” (Kevin).  
 
Prisoners generally felt any such tensions were managed well within the BrightHorizons team: 
“we work in an environment where you can just say it and then it gets dealt with there and 
then” (Corey), and Joanna said: 
 
“Everyone has their bad days but when we come in we do check in in the 
morning just to see how everyone’s feeling, if there’s anything that we want 
to get off our chest or whatever so then we do that so it kind of helps so then 
there’s no awkward tension in the air because you know, a group of women 
in one room together, it’s not ideal.” 
 
7.3.2 Openness and honesty 
 
The second sub-theme was that the sense of community within BrightHorizons created a safe 
space in which prisoners could speak openly (see also McCulloch, 2005; Dwyer et al., 2011; 
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Haynie et al., 2018). Being open and honest within programmes and sharing highly personal 
problems and experiences can be both a gift and a struggle (Dwyer et al., 2011; Brosens et al., 
2014; Chan, 2014; Frank et al., 2015; van der Helm, Kuiper and Stams, 2018). Openness and 
honesty were key values within BrightHorizons and expected of those who participated. 
Subscribing to these was mostly described by prisoners as motivating, which appeared to be 
because doing so enhanced fulfilment of BPNs. Opening up to one another motivated them in 
three main ways - by inspiring them, creating an atmosphere of respect and value for one 
another, and enabling friendships. For a few, however, concerns around confidentiality meant 
opening up in this way could be problematic.   
 
Firstly, being privy to the hardships their peers had faced, and being able to see the differences 
between the people they described they were in the past and the people who stood in front of 
them now, was described as inspiring (see also Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; 
Chovanec, 2012; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013):  
 
“…they made me feel so comfortable and want to be myself, want to be 
truthful and how other people are so inspiring; openly they talk about their 
crime, they share things in a way I can relate as well.” (Tabitha) 
 
“…being here with people from different walks of life… when you’re working 
with different people that are from different age groups, different 
backgrounds…it’s definitely introduced me to a new world and a new way 
of living and different experiences. There’s a lot of things on my ‘to do’ list 
now and that’s come courtesy of people talking about the kind of thing that 
they’ve done.” (Matthew) 
 
As well as inspiring them with regards to the future, peer interactions could facilitate self-
reflection (see also section 8.2): 
“…you talk about the individual situations and you might have your peers 
saying to you but what could you have done or something like that…so it 
makes you look back at it and say, ‘Do you know what, this might have been 
going on but I could have done that’.” (Corey) 
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Secondly, prisoners were motivated by the atmosphere of respect and value. They spoke of 
how sharing in one another’s experiences and feelings, and interacting with the honesty that 
was required of them to authentically deliver the programme, meant they had come to 
understand, appreciate and empathise with one another:  
 
“…because we're so honest in terms of our delivery of the workshops it's 
done something to us, secretly without us knowing, it's like, *imitating a robot 
voice* ‘Now you are part of BrightHorizons, you can't lie to each other.’ I 
think that brought us closer in terms of strangers all delivering something 
and then also gaining a respect, value for each other…” (Marvin) 
 
They described how swapping stories with others meant they had developed patience and 
tolerance towards others, and an appreciation and understanding of the uniqueness of individual 
circumstances: 
 
“…before I wouldn’t have understand actually in a deeper level of someone 
but hearing peoples’ story is always now I’m interested, I’m intrigued to kind 
of get to know the person and understand because BrightHorizons has given 
that because we share normal day to day to your friend you just say hi and 
bye and chitchat but how often do you actually talk about your life or your 
story like that?” (Tabitha) 
 
Many spoke about how the supportiveness of the group gave them the confidence to express 
themselves vocally and experiment with new behaviours without fear of being judged, 
supporting both competence and autonomy. They suggested they were able to express their 
true selves on BrightHorizons, in a way they perhaps could not in the rest of the prison (see 
also Dwyer et al., 2011). As suggested by Gary: “I think how I carry myself, maybe, around 
the prison, they didn’t expect me to be like how I am, personality-wise”; and Steven said: “they 
know the real me, who I am not just looking at my offence”. Freedom to be themselves was 
associated with BrightHorizons feeling like a safe environment - in which others’ opinions 
were welcomed, positive feedback was motivating, and any suggestions for improvements 
were mostly seen as a chance to continually better themselves: “…we work really hard together 
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as a team, also with our staff members. I think we support each other very well. We try and 
give as much honest feedback as we can to improve things.” (Erica). Feeling part of a team 
and being genuinely invested in each other’s success meant they were motivated to continue 
contributing so as not to let each other down: “You’ve got to rely on each other and you’ve got 
to trust each other in order to achieve a good day. […] I feel I can, I do contribute significantly 
to that.” (Drew). 
 
Thirdly, this openness was facilitative of friendships. Prisoners generally described friendship 
as a rare and difficult thing to find in prison (see also Greer, 2000; van der Laan and 
Eichelsheim, 2013): “I think it’s difficult to find friends in prison because a lot of people are 
just out for what they can get and obviously we’re all in here for crimes so you can’t really 
trust many people.” (Lauren). Within BrightHorizons, however, prisoners spoke of how the 
bonds between them were strengthened over time, as they were sharing so much of their lives, 
and continually learning from and growing alongside one another: “…you’re sharing personal 
information so I think sometimes there is a, I don’t know, like teamsmanship can become a 
little more and friendships evolve and you end up relating to each other at a more deeper level 
or whatever and we support each other…” (Ed).  
 
However, there were examples of the openness required of them on BrightHorizons having had 
a negative impact on prisoners’ motivation. Generally because concerns regarding 
confidentiality were raised (see also Batchelder and Koski, 2002). Two men provided examples 
when they had felt their trust was broken, either by another prisoner or member of staff. For 
one, this had resulted in reluctance to continue opening up- albeit temporarily due to being 
resolved effectively: 
 
“…it was an Information Day and it’s all adults... I done a deeper inventory 
of myself than what I do with kids… and I kind of analysed myself more 
thoroughly… and I went back on the wing and kind of... I felt kind of low self-
esteem around my confidentiality… that was upsetting to me at the time but 
I made my concerns known and my opinion known and then I’m happy with 
the way it ended.” (Kevin) 
 
For the other, however, feeling his confidence had been broken was damaging enough to 
influence his decision to leave BrightHorizons: 
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“That’s the reason why I left here, yes because I had to address my own 
issues first of all and not only that I said something in confidence to the staff, 
a member of staff, they went behind my back and done something that got me 
in trouble on the wing…” (Darren) 
 
7.3.3 Share common goals 
 
The final sub-theme was that the aforementioned team spirit and openness within 
BrightHorizons was reinforced by the fact that everybody was motivated towards a common 
goal. Namely, stopping young people from making the same mistakes they had and bettering 
themselves as they did so. Thus, they were motivated to work together to achieve this. That 
they were all there for what many defined as the ‘right’ reason - rather than for more superficial 
self-gain - was important for continued fulfilment of prisoners’ BPN for relatedness and 
motivation to participate. They felt BrightHorizons was only effective and enjoyable if 
everybody was genuinely committed: 
 
“I think we all get along…we all want the same; we don’t want different 
things, we’re all here for the same reasons. No one’s here just to tick a box 
or no one’s here just to say, “Oh I done BrightHorizons, I’m ready for my 
…” it’s just, it’s a nice atmosphere. […] it’s very productive.” (Claire) 
 
This was contrasted with prisoners’ experiences of other rehabilitative activities, most notably 
OBPs, which prisoners felt were primarily attended for superficial reasons- “90% of the people 
that are on those courses are there to tick boxes” (Jordan) (see also Braggins and Talbot, 
2003). This created a ‘fake’ atmosphere in which it was difficult for those like them, who 
genuinely wanted to improve themselves, to do so. BrightHorizons was uniquely motivating 
over time because (as touched upon in chapter 5) rather than “being forced on you as part of 
the regime” (Jordan), they had all chosen to be there out of common interest. This made for a 
pleasant and progressive atmosphere, in which relationships could flourish: 
 
“…most people that come here, they’re very motivated and most of them 
want to, the focus is about helping these young people…So, again, we’re all 
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here and we all collectively have that same attitude and that makes for a 
good working relationship.” (Jonathan) 
 
Any new members who came across as insincere about helping young people and changing 
their lives were considered to be in the wrong place, and potentially disruptive to the positive 
atmosphere. However, accounts suggested that people generally joined for the right reasons, 
and those who had inappropriate motives did not last long: “I think people that actually go for 
the job want to do it… you get someone that doesn’t want to do it, who’s doing it for whatever, 
we’ll tear them up… and they’re probably not going to enjoy it themselves.” (Gary).  
 
For the most part then, prisoners felt part of a group of highly motivated people who were 
working together towards common goals- to give back and enjoy themselves:  
 
“…we’re all here for the same reason, so, we have banter where, you know, 
we’re all boys but we’re also, when it’s game day, we’re very professional 
and I can rely on them and I hope they think they can rely on me too…” 
(Ollie) 
 
7.4 Building relatedness with the outside world  
 
Finally, BrightHorizons was experienced as motivating because, in addition to the sense of 
relatedness cultivated within the programme, participating also meant prisoners felt more 
connected to the outside world. Prisoners were motivated by being in regular contact with 
members of the public, feeling better able to manage their relationships outside prison, and 
having the means to signal positive changes they were making to others. These are now 
discussed in turn. 
 
As demonstrated in section 6.2.2, receiving positive feedback from visiting members of the 
public increased competence and empowered prisoners to continue pursuing their professional 
development. At the same time, coming into contact with members of the public appeared to 
increase these prisoners’ sense of relatedness. This was because it made them feel part of a 
wider community of people who were ‘doing good’ by working with young people (see Turner, 
2012). Aligning themselves with such organisations and goals appeared to help prisoners resist 
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negative labels imposed by the CJS, which was freeing and sustained motivation to participate 
(see also Haney, 2002; Hulley, 2016; Nichols, 2016): 
 
“…the people that we meet for BrightHorizons they’re quite well known 
people so it’s just them coming in and even just listening to what we’ve got 
to say and then saying, “You’re as much as a human being as anyone else” 
and I think that’s a big benefit […] that just shows that we can be in that 
community and still be part of it, not have to be, “Oh I’m in for this and 
that’s it” you’re not worthy of anything else.” (Claire) 
 
These interactions also made them feel hopeful about a successful return to the society they 
had been cut off from. Re-familiarising themselves with the process of interacting with people 
from outside the prison system made the prisoners feel better prepared to re-join the outside 
world. This appeared to be because it resembled an aspect of normal life (see also Batchelder 
and Pippert, 2002; Halsey and Harris, 2011; Nichols, 2016): 
 
“All your interactions are with other prisoners or maybe some prison staff, 
if you do talk to them. So, to be in that box there and then to, kind of, come 
out and be there for all these different people, it’s, kind of, bringing you back 
to society.…talking to people from the public, it makes you think, “Do you 
know what, I can actually go out there, do this in the public or just even to 
interact with people again,”… It was a weird thing but, like I said, now it’s 
become normal again. […] it gives you that hope.”(Gary) 
 
Seeing people from outside was thus a comforting reminder that there was a world waiting for 
them outside the prison gates, which motivated them to keep doing everything they could to 
get back to it: 
 
“…it’s nice to see different people from outside and it’s kind of like one day 
I will go out, I’ll go home and it’s like it just kind of keeps me because they 
come in and they smell nice and they have a fresh perfume and everything 
and it’s nice and then it’s like so it just kind of makes me feel like happy in 
206 
 
way because it’s like there’s still life out there, like people, you know, I’m 
not forgotten…” (Joanna) 
 
Prisoners also spoke of how interacting with a variety of different people had made them feel 
more confident about managing their relationships outside prison. For example, some 
participants described the heartache they experienced because of separation from their children, 
not being able to be there for them, and feeling they had let them down:  
 
“…looking back I’m ashamed and I’m not proud and like even my son, you 
know, he was in the middle of all this and I say I’m a mother but actually 
[…] my relationship with him is more of like a distant relative, like a stranger 
than more than a mother and son, yes, because I haven’t been in his life.” 
(Tabitha) 
 
There was little they could do to combat this physical separation beyond visits, which were 
dictated by the prison. However, some explained how skills that they had learnt for working 
with young people on BrightHorizons were transferrable to - and in some cases had already 
positively influenced - relationships with their children. Exercising responsibilities they 
perceived useful for their role as a parent meant they felt slightly less cut off from this aspect 
of their lives. For example, Claire spoke about how successfully building rapport with young 
people had helped her to communicate more effectively with her daughter:  
 
“Working with the young girls it helps with the relationship I have with my 
daughter because of how they are, I know they’re thirteen but how they talk 
and what they tell me gives me more things to talk to my daughter about.” 
 
Whilst Marvin explained how support from BrightHorizons staff had encouraged him to let his 
children visit him in prison, which had improved his well-being and motivation:  
 
“…they gave me another view of letting the kids come and see me because it 
would help me as well. Once I did that things started to get a little easier. 
Life started to be a bit more normal. I could deal with the pressures of being 
locked up and not seeing my family […] I was more a private person so I 
wouldn't share anything with anyone but coming to BrightHorizons has 
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helped me to address that and for me to develop it in a way where I can be 
open to anyone…” 
 
Participating also kept prisoners ‘in the loop’ with regards to what teenagers were going 
through in the outside world. Most of the parents in the sample had children younger than the 
groups who came to BrightHorizons, who would be teenagers themselves when they were 
released. They thus appreciated the insight they gained into the kinds of parental challenges 
they may face once released: 
 
“I just wanted to see how everything was going mainly because I have sons 
and I’ve always been active with my sons and with young kids on their 
motorcycles and stuff like that before I even come in so going back to it, it 
was seeing what’s happening now to help later on when I come out. […] It’s 
just insight really, just seeing what’s new.” (Henry) 
 
Some spoke of how BrightHorizons encouraged them to think more about their families outside 
prison than they had done prior to participating. This meant they felt at least some connection 
to them: 
 
“I preferred that I was on this course because it meant that every day I got 
up… right, what’s my day… analyse how I’m thinking, how I’m feeling… 
what’s going on at home, how are my family, how am I going to manage that 
and this… it’s an inclusive programme.” (Jordan) 
 
Lastly, prisoners spoke of BrightHorizons as a valued opportunity to show others they were 
making an effort to change and deserved a second chance (see Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 
2004; Burnett and Maruna, 2006). From the perspective of prisoners, participating represented 
a signal - to their loved ones and more generally - of their stated early movements towards 
desistance from crime (see Toch, 2010; Bushway and Apel, 2012; Cherney and Fitzgerald, 
2016a). This was valued by prisoners because prison provided little other opportunity to 
demonstrate positive behavioural changes (McMurran et al., 1998; Burrowes and Needs, 2009; 
McMurran and Ward, 2010; Bushway and Apel, 2012; see also Crewe and Ievins, 2019). 
Having something tangible through which to prove themselves was thus significant, for 
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example Mick said of his family: “…they see all the little certificates I’m getting and going 
down there in my little T-shirt and that and yes, they’re proud of it, definitely.”  
   
Many of these prisoners expressed that they were keen to make up for the hurt they had caused 
their loved ones. They were motivated to continue participating on BrightHorizons because it 
showed them that they were doing their best now (see Barry, 2007): 
 
“…BrightHorizons has made, showed my family that I’m trying, I’m trying 
to do the best I can out of life. I’m not just sitting on a wing, I’m not just 
cleaning […] and they’re proud of me, of what I’m doing especially when I 
talk about doing this and they can see, they can hear it and see how much 
it’s changing me.” (Claire) 
 
“They love it. They actually are excited that I'm doing something. They 
always knew how passionate I was about working with kids or trying to start 
a charity and so forth, so me working for BrightHorizons is something that 
they actually are happy about. I see it when I tell them I've done this and I've 
done that. They see how happy I am which then they reciprocate and they 
just show me that they will be behind me whatever I choose to do going 
forwards.” (Marvin) 
 
Some spoke of how they had been able to reveal themselves as a completely different person: 
 
“I used to be quite a private person, you know like I wouldn’t open up much 
and they’re shocked and they’re like, “What, you get up now and you talk 
about kids and stuff and tell them about your life and you’re educating them 
and you’re teaching them right from wrong?” and they’re like, “Wow, is that 
you, really?” I’m like, “Yeah, yeah it’s me I’m being good” and they’re 
proud that I’m doing it. […] because I’ve come such a long way.” (Anthony) 
 
Many prisoners expressed excitement that they were making their families proud- some for the 
first time in their lives. Some were primarily motivated by the recognition they received- 
indicative of SDT’s introjected regulation: 
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“They love it, oh fuck me, they’re like, “Oh, good, you’re working with kids, 
really, oh, that’s so sweet.” (Laughter) oh, you get all the nice stuff and it’s 
like when you do tell people what you do like, “Oh, you’re doing something 
good in prison, well done.” Like you get it on the chin like but yes, it’s a nice 
thing to tell people…” (Joe) 
 
Others appeared to be less caught up with receiving recognition from others, and more focused 
on making their families proud to alleviate the negative impact of having previously let them 
down: 
 
“I’m not really looking for recognition from anybody to be fair and like, dare 
I say it, including my family. It’s nice for them to feel a pride or whatever, 
pride that I maybe made it difficult for them to feel in me if you like previously 
so it's more for them I shared that…not that I want a pat on the back…just 
to make sure she’s in the loop and she knows I’m not, she hasn't completely, 
you know, she hasn't done a terrible job if you like yes?”(Ed) 
 
A few, however, expressed frustration that they could not fully showcase their achievements 
to their families, by allowing them to see BrightHorizons in action (see McNeill et al., 2011; 
Davey, Day and Balfour, 2015): 
 
“…one thing they could have done is to have like a, you know, had your 
parents or your loved ones come in and give them an opportunity to see the 
kind of work you do because I think […] the work that we do here is quite 
special and it’s not easy to put into words. It’s like words don’t do the work 
justice. […] You need to see it for yourself, see that person in action and see 
the impact that they’re having on the young people…” (Matthew) 
 
Giving back via BrightHorizons was also perceived as a way of signalling to the wider 
community that they were making amends (see Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Burnett and 
Maruna, 2006): 
“I would like to hope so that they [the public] think that it’s beneficial and 
because…these young people are going back again outside once they have 
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the session here so if they were to share to someone and if they then hear if 
it is their parents of if it is their friends or family, someone, at least they will 
know, you know, we ended up in here, we done wrong but actually we are 
giving back something while being in prison as well.” (Tabitha) 
 
Some were therefore hopeful that their participation on the programme would make the 
communities they would one day return to more forgiving towards them. Others said that they 
could already see this happening: “…you can see that their mind changes especially when you 
do testimony… there was a policeman here and it made him think and realise that they are a 
human underneath everything… his view changed on us…” (Claire). 
However, prisoners also acknowledged the deep-rooted stigma and punitive attitudes they were 
working against, and lack of public awareness and interest in initiatives like BrightHorizons, 
which meant these signals may go unnoticed (see also Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Turner, 
2012): “I think when people understand and they have more than, “Oh it’s just a criminal” 
then they’ll be more for things like BrightHorizons but with the stigma around prisoners I think 
it’s difficult” (Lauren). For this reason, some said they wished the work they were doing was 
better communicated to the public, such that their efforts were more widely recognised: 
 
“I think if there was more scope on the work what is done in prison, I think 
their views would change towards prisoners and prison in general, because 
you don't really hear about it in the media about the BrightHorizons 
programme and this programme and this type of course what prisoners are 
doing… if the public was told more about BrightHorizons and other 
programmes, I think their views would definitely change.” (Kieran) 
 
Thus, as well as prisoners’ BPN for relatedness being fulfilled and motivation facilitated by 
the care and positive regard extended to them by others, the desire to demonstrate care towards 
others formed part of these prisoners’ commitment to proving themselves as decent human 
beings via participating in BrightHorizons (see also Halsey and Harris, 2011; Crewe and Ievins, 
2019). 
 
7.5 Concluding thoughts 
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Overall the positive relationships and supportive atmosphere described throughout this chapter 
enhanced satisfaction of BPNs- particularly relatedness - and positively influenced prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in BrightHorizons. Previous research has attested to the idea that a 
sense of relatedness may be particularly important for people in prison, since imprisonment 
itself has already removed them from their primary support group and severed connections 
(Rivlin et al., 2013; Kreager et al., 2016; Haynie et al., 2018). The current findings support 
this. Participating in BrightHorizons appeared to have fulfilled prisoners’ sense of relatedness 
in three main ways. Through building positive relationships between prisoners and programme 
staff. Through the sense of community created within BrightHorizons that was built upon 
teamwork, values of openness and honesty, and sharing common goals. Finally, through 
bridging the physical separation between prisoners and the outside world, which gave them a 
sense of normality, an increased sense of control over managing their relationships outside of 
prison, and an opportunity to signal the positive changes they were making to others.  
 
Taken together, satisfaction of prisoners’ BPN for relatedness described throughout this 
chapter reinforced the increased sense of competency demonstrated in the previous chapter. 
Section 5.2.2 showed that most had come to their own decision to change prior to joining 
BrightHorizons. However, choices are made in the context of others. Connections prisoners 
made within BrightHorizons provided a sense of relatedness that allowed for prisoners’ interest 
and enjoyment in the programme to flourish and reinforced their existing motivation to change. 
Through these relationships, prisoners appeared to have established themselves in a meaningful 
and purposeful role through which they felt autonomous, competent and, ultimately, more 
human. The influence of participating in BrightHorizons on prisoners’ self-change and self-
identity and what this meant for the fulfilment of the BPN for autonomy is now turned to in the 
final findings chapter of this thesis. 
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“Happiness is when what you think, what you say, and what you do 
are in harmony” (Mahatma Gandhi) 
 
Chapter 8. “It’s like a double dip’’: Mutual benefits of participation 
fostered autonomy 
 
8.1 Introduction 
 
This chapter outlines the ways in which the perceived mutual benefits of participating in 
BrightHorizons for both themselves and the young people influenced prisoners’ sense of 
autonomy and in so doing fuelled motivation to participate over time. The mutual benefits 
perceived by prisoners were that they were helping young people through participating and 
helping themselves at the same time. SDT describes that autonomous behaviours arise from 
interest and integrated values, such that even when actions are influenced by outside sources, 
individuals concur with those influences and feel both initiative and value with regards to them 
(Deci and Ryan, 2002). Indeed, prisoners’ accounts suggested that the more they engaged with 
BrightHorizons, the further they internalised and/or integrated the primary aims of the 
programme (providing intervention for young people and assisting prisoner rehabilitation). As 
a result, the more autonomous they felt enacting such behaviours over time. Overall, it is argued 
that participating encouraged and reinforced therapeutic change.  
 
Therapeutic interventions in prisons seek to address the psychological causes of criminal 
behaviour and prepare offenders to successfully reintegrate into the community after release, 
by helping them to change their thinking and behaviour (Blakey, 2017). Whilst BrightHorizons 
was not actually a therapeutic programme (see section 1.5), prisoners nonetheless identified 
ways that they had benefitted therapeutically from participating. Therapeutic change 
encompassed changes expressed by prisoners that are associated with rehabilitation and 
desistance from crime, such as problem recognition and awareness, self-esteem, empathy, 
responsibility, hope, and confidence of beliefs in an alternative moral future (Day et al., 2006; 
Martínez-Catena and Redondo, 2017; Bullock, Bunce and McCarthy, 2019). BrightHorizons 
appeared to encourage and reinforce therapeutic change in four main ways. Firstly, by 
encouraging prisoners to self-reflect. Secondly by being more therapeutic than other 
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programmes available in the prison. Thirdly by increasing their sense of self-worth, and finally 
by encouraging the internalisation and integration of ‘giving back’. These are discussed in turn. 
 
8.2 Participating encouraged self-reflection  
 
The therapeutic impact of BrightHorizons was largely attributed to the fact that participating 
encouraged prisoners to self-reflect. As set out in section 1.5.3, prisoners’ role on 
BrightHorizons required them to reflect and draw upon their own experiences to deliver the 
workshops to the young people (e.g. personal testimonies, role-plays and worksheets). Event 
Days were structured around the three main themes of victims, consequences and personal 
responsibility- meaning prisoners revisited these regularly. Accounts suggested that 
BrightHorizons encouraged self-reflection in three main ways. Firstly, through encouraging 
self-reflection as an ongoing and critical process. Secondly, by encouraging prisoners to reflect 
on their behaviour in nuanced ways through sharing their testimonies. Thirdly, through leading 
them to reflecting on their behaviour from a different perspective through interacting with the 
young people. However, there was a downside to engaging in such intensive self-reflection, 
which included the high emotional demands of doing so and associated feelings of 
exposure/vulnerability. These are discussed throughout this section. 
 
Firstly, prisoners described that undertaking the ongoing and critical self-reflection that 
participation on BrightHorizons required had helped them to identify aspects of themselves 
and/or or their lifestyles that they needed address in order to make lasting changes (see also 
Sellen et al., 2006; McMurran et al., 2008; Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010): 
 
“… it’s made me look at myself and see that I have to work on myself as a 
person and be more confident and be more understanding with stuff and just 
being able to kind of just see what I need to change about myself to avoid 
being in this situation again kind of thing, yes.” (Joanna) 
 
As set out in section 5.2.2, many prisoners already considered themselves to be on a journey 
towards rehabilitation. Nonetheless, the reflection required by BrightHorizons meant some 
prisoners had uncovered unresolved issues they had not previously been aware of:  
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“…doing so much work around offending and tracking back to your 
childhood obviously you’re going to uncover a lot of things, some of which 
you’re not aware of. And I’ve discussed things and then gone away and 
thought about it ten days later and they blow your mind, then you spend the 
next several weeks thinking about things in your childhood, you know, that 
you thought you’d dealt with…” (Kevin) 
 
Which had led them to think about certain issues that they had avoided or not fully explored 
before: “…coming to BrightHorizons did make me understand a few things about myself that 
I may have shoved under the carpet, so to speak, before in my life” (Marvin). Feeling that they 
were gaining clarity and self-understanding through such reflection sustained motivation to 
participate in BrightHorizons for some: “…taking inventory of myself and seeing what I’ve 
done and where I’ve been and what I can be and knowing what I can be is motivating me.” 
(Kevin). 
 
Accounts suggested that a few prisoners had come to BrightHorizons with specific motives 
regarding changes they wanted to make. These prisoners had anticipated that participating 
could help them in these ways, thus less self-reflection was required for them to start addressing 
their issues. For example, Sanjay explained that he had been motivated to join the programme 
because he thought it could help him resolve his drug problem (see section 5.2.2). He had found 
participating had fulfilled this expectation, by showing him he had a choice, and encouraging 
him to stand by it: “[BrightHorizons has] helped me on my journey to give that up completely. 
I’ve not touched drugs since I’ve been here and there’s drugs available but, you know, that’s 
again your choice. So I’ve stayed away…”    
 
Equally, some prisoners, who said that they were further along in the change process and/or 
had not joined BrightHorizons with any therapeutic goals in mind, explained how participating 
had required them to reflect on their past behaviour more deeply and holistically than they had 
done before (see also Hulley, 2016). Specifically, by opening up to and being held to account 
by others, these prisoners described that over time they had undergone significant and 
unanticipated therapeutic change (Stevens, 2014). Many said that they found this beneficial 
and motivating: 
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“…once I joined BrightHorizons I realised they dig deep into the situation 
and your actual offence and what you’ve been getting up to in the past as 
well and I wasn’t aware that that was going to come up; I thought it was just 
you just helping kids to keep out. I knew it was actually, I never knew I was 
going to benefit from it in that sense, yes, it’s, they asked a lot of questions 
about my offence and any other past offences and you sort of have to address 
it what’s in front of me, what’s in front of me every day and what I’d done, 
the victims and how I acted like, yes. […] if I didn’t join BrightHorizons I 
may have just ignored the fact that I was I caused victims of my offence, I 
may have ignored that actually my mum’s going through stress at the 
moment…” (Drew) 
 
Such increased self-understanding was reinforced over time through regularly delivering the 
programme. Doing so required prisoners to reflect on the three themes of BrightHorizons- 
victims, consequences and personal responsibility (see section 1.5.3) daily and to interrogate 
the ways in which they applied to their own situation. This on-going reflection appeared to 
provide a constant reminder of what they had learnt about themselves and their behaviour:  
 
“…the three themes of BrightHorizons we kind of, we touch on it every day, 
so, it’s constantly a reminder what’s going on and the more you think about 
it, it’s kind of touching, you know what I mean? So, in a sense, the more it’s 
spoken about, the more it’s in your face, the more the realisation kicks in, 
you know? […] when you dig deep…it’s made clear how the effect of crime 
really does affect people…” (James) 
 
Similarly, Joe explained that through delivering the workshops, the personal therapeutic impact 
of participating endured over time:  
 
“So, ‘Offence Tree’ [workshop], they made me do so much for the Offence 
Trees… it literally is obviously, you look at the trunk as the problem, the 
roots of the problem, the things you could have done differently and the cloud 
so you look at it like oh my goodness, I was an arsehole back in the day, you 
know, and you look at it so yes, it was like a, it was actually a decent therapy 
session. […] I think I must have done it a hundred times and a hundred times, 
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it gets me every time, seriously, ask [named staff member], sometimes I will 
be speaking and you can hear I’m choking up on my voice and I’m like oh 
shit (laughter). […] I’m feeling emotional about my shit (laughter). […] I’ve 
been through a lot so I needed to look at it, you know.” 
 
Through this enduring therapeutic work, some appeared to have internalised the motivation to 
change their offending behaviour- often demonstrated via early desistance narratives. For Gary: 
 
“It’s made me think about things more in-depth. So, I don’t sit there and 
think about the crime often at all. I don’t think about it. So, to actually have 
to do a testimony, offence tree, all them sort of things, you have to re-live 
your crime…So, it’s something that I’ve given a lot of thought to since I’ve 
been here. So, probably more than I’ve ever given in my whole sentence, in 
such a short space of time. So, it does get you thinking. Maybe things that 
you maybe didn’t think about before, especially in terms of victims…So, that 
makes me think about that, a lot about your past, your future […] you don’t 
want to repeat the same thing… you don’t want to put people through that 
sort of stuff…” 
 
Thus, the therapeutic effect of having dug deep into their past and being required to reflect 
upon it on BrightHorizons had confirmed that the kind of behaviours they had been engaging 
in in the past were incompatible with the kind of person they now felt determined to be (see 
Willis, Prescott and Yates, 2013). In turn, and somewhat ironically, being ‘forced’ to reflect on 
things appeared to have given many the freedom to explore a different kind of life - thus going 
some way towards satisfying the BPN for autonomy: 
 
“I think it’s just given me a lot more kind of clarity behind what I can be, as 
it were, you know. Other than that criminal person, that I could be somebody 
else…So that’s something definitely what BrightHorizons has done for me, 
where you know it’s given me a chance to be able to reinvent myself a little 
bit, you know.” (Jordan) 
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Prisoners generally described that constantly reflecting on the past (alongside planning for the 
future- see section 6.3.1) on BrightHorizons had strengthened their belief that they were 
different people now and would be able to maintain the positive changes they had made going 
forwards: “I’ve let go of my anger and I’ve just moved on in life. So, I’m like 3,000% sure that 
I will just never come back to prison.” (Keira). 
 
Secondly, the self-reflection that prisoners engaged in through the more specific act of sharing 
their personal testimonies with the young people was described as therapeutic. Putting their 
own experiences into words and actions in the process of helping others meant reflecting on 
themselves in a slightly different way. In particular, they drew attention to how being honest 
and transparent was particularly important when working with the young people: 
 
“I think before BrightHorizons I was hiding a lot within my crime as well; I 
wasn’t, not that I wasn’t, I wasn't denying things but I think you have a story 
when you come into jail and you stick to that story a lot and through 
BrightHorizons it just made me realise do you know what, you can’t lie to 
these little girls, do you get what I mean, you’ve got to be honest with these 
little girls and you’ve got to be honest with yourself because if not, you 
cannot move on from that.  So, I think BrightHorizons is very self-rewarding 
in a way because you’re looking at your crime in different ways. […] and I 
didn’t realise it was going to help that much. I thought I had everything clued 
up” (Keira) 
 
The honest self-reflection and self-disclosure that was required of the role – particularly when 
presenting their testimonies -  was thus an emotional process that marked quite a turning point 
for some in terms of taking responsibility for their past behaviour and starting to take control 
over their future (see also Toch, 2000; Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Maruna and Mann, 2006). 
Some stated that this had been the most significant aspect of participating in BrightHorizons: 
 
“…the testimony of my life because I’ve never actually spoke to people about 
what it was like for me as a young guy and then growing up and going 
through different stages in my life and bringing back old memories. Yes, 
definitely helps to like, from what I was to what I am now, different, 
218 
 
completely different and just my way of thinking, you know, I’m probably the 
same personality but my whole attitude has changed.”(Anthony) 
 
Thus, whilst the primary motivation to participate was to ‘give back’, accounts suggested that 
in doing so, prisoners found they inevitably got something back. Hence the ‘double dip’ of 
participating: 
 
“…at the same time while you’re constantly addressing your issues with the 
kids when you’re doing offence trees, you’re helping the kid address their 
issues. So it’s like a double dip, you know, you’re helping yourself to help 
them and then they see you and then they want to, hopefully you help a child 
to stay away from something that you did when you were their age.” (Sanjay) 
 
Equally, their desire to be the best possible positive role model for young people reinforced 
their motivation to continue making positive changes themselves, because: “You sort yourself 
out and then you let them see you as a better person to let them go by example. […] So in that 
sense you have to keep on top of it all.” (Sanjay) 
 
Thirdly, prisoners spoke of how working with young people with whom they believed they had 
a lot in common (and could often see themselves in) encouraged them to reflect on their lives 
in ways they had not previously. This meant that even those who had entered BrightHorizons 
with what they believed was good personal insight (see section 5.2.2) were nevertheless 
discovering things about themselves and experiencing more subtle personal growth (see also 
sections 8.3 and 8.4):  
 
“…sometimes you’ll be having a conversation with a kid and a kid will tell 
you something and you’ll be like, “Okay, that’s similar to myself.” So, 
although they’re trying to relate to us, we’re relating to them as well and 
we’re seeing the things that we could have done different. So, I feel like it 
helps in that way, it helps you to grow a bit.” (Corey) 
 
Similarly, Ed described that working with young people on BrightHorizons had given him: 
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“…a more refined awareness about offending behaviour and victim empathy 
and that kind of thing. It’s the natural course of doing this kind of work and 
seeing almost younger versions, walking, talking versions of yourself. It’s 
like looking into the past and seeing people that are where you were so it can 
teach you a lot and yes, it’s quite a unique opportunity just to observe maybe 
the kind of person that you were…” 
 
Taken together, sharing their experiences with the young people enabled prisoners to ‘give 
something back’ and also motivated them to engage in their own therapeutic work: 
 
“I’ve kind of you know, spoken to a kid and I’m thinking well what was I 
doing when I was at that stage; how did I deal with that… so it gives me a 
chance to kind of unfold every day my own kind of issues, you know. Looking 
at … and I mean obviously we deal with the three concepts in here which is 
personal responsibility, consequences and victims, and so every day I kind 
of measure those things within myself, do you know? Subconsciously even 
though I’m delivering the message to the kids, I’m still measuring that within 
myself.” (Jordan) 
 
However, accounts drew attention to certain downsides to the self-reflection required by 
BrightHorizons, which appeared to limit the extent to which this aspect of participation fulfilled 
prisoners’ BPN for autonomy. Section 6.4.2 described how the responsibility of their role on 
BrightHorizons could sometimes be testing for prisoners. Linked to this, BrightHorizons 
required prisoners to reflect deeply and discuss difficult issues constantly. This could be 
emotionally demanding and exhausting for some, and at times demotivating. For example, 
Mick explained: 
 
“…the environment you’re in down here sort of, it’s very intense so there’s 
like, you’re always talking about stuff, negative stuff and you go back, it 
makes you like, I wouldn’t say depressed like you sort of feel a bit down and 
that and lack of energy…” 
 
A few prisoners spoke of how the drain on their emotions and energy occasionally caused them 
to ask themselves if participating was worth it. On days they felt particularly burnt out it took 
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considerable effort to show up for BrightHorizons and muster the motivation to support the 
young people: “…at times speaking about it constantly it can get you emotionally especially if 
you’re not in the right frame of mind. So, you might get days that you’re down and you’ve got 
to pick yourself up…” (James). As stressed, prisoners interviewed for the current study had 
completed at least 3 months on BrightHorizons (some much longer), and most were current 
participants (see section 4.3.5). However, according to these prisoners, being constantly 
reminded of their troubled pasts was one of the reasons some participants chose to leave 
BrightHorizons23: 
 
“…they leave for their own personal reasons because remember, you’re 
doing a lot of talking about your life, you’re doing a lot of thinking. If you’re 
not strong minded, it can make you have a relapse and go back into a certain 
pattern and make you stressed out or depressed because you’re constantly 
reminding or reflecting and some people can handle it, some can’t.” 
(Tyreese) 
 
Self-reflection could also lead to regret. Sometimes prisoners described grappling with 
questions such as ‘if only’ or ‘what if’. Notably, they reflected upon whether their lives would 
have been different if they had been offered the same opportunities as the young people they 
worked with: “you get to thinking, ‘What if I had a structure there when I was that age, maybe 
I wouldn’t be in prison.’ So, that’s kind of difficult in a way to get your head around maybe it 
could have been different…” (Ollie). That said, being able to give someone else this chance 
appeared to offset this, and helped some to let go of their own regrets: 
 
“I done quite a lot of grieving when I was on BrightHorizons, grieving my 
own childhood with having the young people come in and stuff, yes. […] 
Like, I can’t explain how I’ve learnt from that but it was kind of like a healing 
process for me […] when I would see the young people like thirteen, fourteen 
year olds coming in and like I could just relate to them so much and I think 
just thinking, grieving that I can’t go back to that and change.” (Elouise) 
 
                                                          
23 Information on attrition was not collected, thus it is not known how many prisoners dropped out of the 
programme in the early stages. 
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Taken together then, the self-reflection required by BrightHorizons could be both challenging 
and demotivating at the same time. In addition, discovering things about themselves and their 
pasts that had previously gone unexplored could sometimes be experienced as quite a 
vulnerable and exposed position to be in:  
 
“…you’ve got guys who’ve got a lot of issues deep down so if you’re going 
to get guys to bring out their skeletons from the cupboard, their issues and 
display them and bring them out to the kids and that you need to give them 
support…” (Kevin) 
 
Indeed, a few prisoners spoke of the difficulties that could arise from the fact that, on the one 
hand, participating encouraged them to reflect on and explore themselves in a way that was 
enlightening and motivational- mirroring the conditions of autonomy-supportive contexts 
described within SDT. Yet, on the other hand, there were limits to this. Ultimately, they were 
there to do their job of helping young people, not to receive therapy themselves: 
 
“…having to talk about your experiences and that and I mean you need a 
detachment to be honest with you, you can’t fully be emotionally exposed the 
whole time… it’s not some catharsis, it’s not therapy, do you know what I 
mean? […] Albeit it’s therapeutic but it’s not there for that, you’re there to 
talk about your experience and inform the young guys about what you’ve 
done wrong and how they can avoid kind of making the mistakes you did.” 
(Ed) 
 
Another prisoner emphasised that just because the BrightHorizons environment was conducive 
to change did not necessarily mean that such highly emotive processes should be encouraged. 
Especially those participants who had not done any therapy prior to BrightHorizons and might 
have significant unresolved issues: “I don’t think necessarily this is the environment to be 
perhaps engaging with very emotive work especially if it’s going to come out in a session where 
you’ve got young people, that’s not good.” (Jonathan). Given that BrightHorizons worked with 
at-risk young people with multiple and various issues of their own, these prisoners felt that they 
needed to be stable positive role models. A certain degree of self-reflection was believed to be 
necessary- beneficial even- for working on BrightHorizons (see section 8.5). However, some 
prisoners also acknowledged that the sensitive nature of BrightHorizons ran the risk of 
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memories and emotions being triggered at any moment: “there’s sometimes when you’re doing 
a testimony and you cry” (Keira). When this happened they had to be mindful of their audience. 
Because of this, some felt that BrightHorizons was not the place for prisoners to be addressing 
their issues for the first time (see also Levenson and Farrant, 2002):  
 
“…because obviously you’re working with young people, we have to, I think 
it’s important as well for some people, obviously not everyone, to have done 
some offending work […] because obviously they’re young people, they’re 
vulnerable so you need to be careful…” (Lauren) 
 
Thus, priorities around managing risk of harm to the young people sometimes meant that 
aspects identified within the SDT therapy literature as supportive of the fulfilment for the BPN 
of autonomy- including acknowledging and respecting people’s perspective and feelings, 
giving them choice regarding the activity and encouraging initiative-taking (see section 3.4.5)- 
were deemphasised (see also Abrams, Kim and Anderson-Nathe, 2005).   
 
Lastly, a few prisoners believed that it was unfair that BrightHorizons was more demanding 
emotionally than any other job in the prison, yet paid the same24. Occasionally this led them to 
question if it was worth the effort: 
 
“…there’s people sitting on the wings drinking coffee and smoking fags and 
just…wiping the windows and mopping the floor and they’re getting paid 
£10 a week and I’m here working my butt off and I’m still getting paid the 
same amount as them and on top of that I’m getting a lot of stress. […] 
sometimes you do think, “Oh, do you know what, I don’t want to be here, I 
don’t want to do this job.” (Erica) 
 
Indeed, whilst the emotional demands of participating had not negatively influenced this cohort 
of prisoners’ motivation enough for them to leave, it had caused Mick to stand down to part-
time after one year: 
 
                                                          
24 Participation on BrightHorizons constituted a full-time paid job within the prison (see section 1.5.4). 
223 
 
“…it’s very stressful like I didn’t appreciate how stressful it was going to be 
but in the end I was just like wow I can’t do this full time anymore, do you 
know what I mean, so I had to move on and do something else. It had come 
to the point where I was fried out…” 
 
Mick’s decision which was also partly motivated by the perceived low wages on 
BrightHorizons and the financial incentive and immediate extrinsic benefit of better food when 
working as a visit cleaner: 
 
“…they don’t really pay you that good down here [BrightHorizons]… They 
pay you sort of minimum educational wage so it’s quite hard to get all the 
stuff you need throughout the week…but on the other one [cleaning] you can 
get all your food that you need to not be hungry” (Mick) 
 
Importantly though, Mick had continued participating in BrightHorizons part-time, because: 
“…every time I’m down here I’m seeing me so it means something to me. So, I wouldn’t want 
to ever go completely from it…”. Others similarly described feeling overworked and underpaid, 
yet they all continued participating. This suggests that the intrinsic rewards largely outweighed 
any negative impact of low pay and high emotional demands on motivation to participate. 
 
The above sections illustrate how the emotional demands of participation on BrightHorizons 
could undermine motivation to participate over time. However, it is important to stress that 
overall - as the account from Mick demonstrates - prisoners remained motivated to participate 
throughout the highs and lows they experienced. When the low points did occur, they explained 
that they were always quickly reminded of the wider significance of participation- which 
reinforced fulfilment of the BPNs for competence and relatedness and sustained motivation: 
 
“…it can be soul touching at times but I suppose that’s part of it so it’s good, 
you’re in it for the long-haul, so. […] how I get through is somebody else’s 
needs is greater than mine and that kind of just gives me, do you know what, 
no matter what I’m going through these kids are here for a reason and they 
obviously need our help.” (James) 
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Furthermore, being able to help others in this way was rewarding enough in itself to sustain 
motivation: 
 
“…it’s self-rewarding also, you know, sometimes I go back to my room and 
I’m absolutely knackered but to know, to come away and know that I’ve 
helped these girls but also they’ve helped me in a way because they’re 
growing on me and I’m growing on them and I think like to go away and 
think that, “Yes, I’ve given something back to these girls and the community” 
is self-rewarding itself…” (Erica) 
 
That the act of giving back was naturally self-rewarding was highly motivating. In this sense, 
self-interest and the interests of others appeared to be bound together, because participating in 
BrightHorizons encouraged prisoners to value and care for others, and enacting these 
behaviours rooted in kindness and connection with others brought about self-change- thus 
fulfilling BPNs for relatedness and autonomy (see also Mills and Kendall, 2016; Perrin, 2017). 
Ultimately, because being emotionally exposed could lead to prisoners feeling tired, vulnerable 
and underpaid, many of them emphasised that, above all else, you simply had to want to be 
there – reflective of SDT’s intrinsic motivation  – to remain motivated to participate (see also 
Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Weinstein and Ryan, 2010; Roy, Châteauvert and 
Richard, 2013; Frank et al., 2015). As Jordan put it: “…you have to be within your own self in 
that place to want to turn up every day. […] Because if not, then this can become a real difficult 
workplace because it’s a lot of emotional baggage…”. 
8.3 BrightHorizons was more therapeutic than other programmes 
 
The motivating aspects of BrightHorizons were particularly evident within prisoners’ accounts 
when they contrasted their experiences with those they had had on other programmes. As 
demonstrated in section 5.3.1, prisoners’ perceptions that participating on BrightHorizons 
would be better than other opportunities formed part of the initial motivation to join for many. 
Accounts suggested that this perception was confirmed and reinforced over time. In contrast to 
the perceived rigidity, superficiality and brevity of most other programmes, the long-term, 
voluntary, individualised and applied nature of BrightHorizons appeared to be autonomy-
supportive- thus sustaining motivation to participate over time. These points are discussed 
throughout this section.  
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Accounts suggested that BrightHorizons was experienced as more therapeutic and 
rehabilitative than other programmes prisoners had completed:  
 
“…apart from BrightHorizons I’m not going to lie… I think there’s a lot of 
things in jail that they say should promote your rehabilitation but doesn’t. 
BrightHorizons has done more for me than bloody assertiveness, Sycamore 
Tree or any other thing they do.” (Keira) 
 
Prisoners referred to various OBPs they had participated in, including victim awareness, 
Thinking Skills, drug and alcohol programmes, education and budget and money management. 
They agreed that BrightHorizons had been the most motivating and beneficial thing they had 
done. This was partly said to be because OBPs were too short and did not reinforce learning 
(see also Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Wilson and Davis, 2006): “these other courses 
it’s six weeks, eight weeks and […] Done, gone. […] You know. You move onto the next thing.” 
(Jordan). Prisoners spoke of how being able to participate on a longer-term basis allowed them 
to put everything that they were learning to constructive use every day, in ways that they found 
enjoyable (see also Stevens, 2014). It also meant that they were continually learning new 
things. This sustained motivation to participate over time: 
 
“I think BrightHorizons is better because you’re learning continuously and 
you’re delivering a service basically and you’re learning from that so I think 
it’s just more fun. I learn better that way by doing things rather than just 
sitting there listening… some courses you’ll do certain, within a year you’ll 
forget what you’ve done but by doing it, it’s embedding the knowledge in you 
by just keep doing it on BrightHorizons.” (Lauren) 
 
Participation in OBPs was generally mandatory, and thus they were completed as a means to 
an end. Namely, to fulfil their sentence plan such that they would be eligible for release- 
reflective of SDT’s external regulation: 
 
“…it kept coming up every year in my sentence plan, I used to keep getting 
an assessment. I just answered it. I completed it one day and I got put on it 
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and it was, kind of, a tick box thing to me, to be honest…A lot of them were 
pretty insulting, to be honest. Patronising, in fact, at times…” (Gary) 
 
BrightHorizons, on the other hand, was something they had all volunteered to undertake (see 
section 7.3.3). Participation in BrightHorizons was ‘voluntary’ insofar as it was not 
compulsory. However, it was also a paid position, making it more difficult to clearly gage 
motivations for being there (see also Perrin, 2017). Nevertheless, these prisoners largely spoke 
of pay as unimportant and irrelevant (with a few exceptions, see section 8.2 above), because 
earning money was not why they were there (see also Batchelder and Pippert, 2002; Levenson 
and Farrant, 2002)- “it’s not about how much you get paid, this job just, it’s not a job…” 
(Claire). Ed similarly emphasised that pay was a “side issue”, and that “I don’t think anybody’s 
caught up on that.” That they had chosen to be doing something that they perceived more 
demanding than anything else over ‘easier’ options, despite not being paid any more than any 
other prison jobs appeared to mean their position on BrightHorizons had a somewhat voluntary 
quality for these prisoners, regardless of actually being paid to participate.  
 
OBPs were also mostly described as irrelevant to their own situations. That BrightHorizons 
was better tailored to their individual needs and situations was experienced as motivating over 
time: 
 
“…[BrightHorizons] made me look at myself in different ways to all the 
courses and stuff that I’ve done and I feel like when you look at yourself like 
that, outside of these courses, the way that we do it in here, it gives you more 
motivation to change because it’s more personal. […] I feel like when you 
deal with psychologists in that way [on other courses] everything gets 
standardised so it’s like you fit into this category, you fit into that category 
and I don’t really feel like that helps too much because…it’s not personal to 
me but down here, it’s like you talk about the individual situations…” 
(Corey) 
 
Notably, being able to explore their own personal circumstances on BrightHorizons appeared 
to be more conducive to the fulfilment of prisoners’ BPN for autonomy and continued 
motivation than completing standardised course materials under the guise of ‘rehabilitation’ 
(yet perceived as merely a ‘tick-box’ exercise), and being told what they needed to do to lower 
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their risk of re-offending on the basis of scores or categories and “stupid hypothetical 
situations” (Gary) that did not mean anything to them. The individual support they received 
on BrightHorizons made the work they were doing meaningful- which also satisfied the BPN 
for relatedness: “BrightHorizons just seems to be something different like maybe because of 
there’s a lot, there’s more one to one work being done and I think it’s, I don’t know it’s done 
with like a genuine care I think.” (Matthew). 
 
Through its individualised nature, others spoke of how BrightHorizons had allowed them to 
build directly upon self-changes they were pursuing, in their own way: 
 
“…the main themes of BrightHorizons isn't it personal responsibility, victims 
and consequences. It helps you think about all them in more depth than I 
have in some of the courses that teach you about them things because it’s 
more of an informal, YOU think about it, not being told what to think, rather 
they give you a seed and let you grow your own flower […] which has helped 
me in way…” (Ollie) 
 
Finally, the applied nature of BrightHorizons further seemed to be motivating. Many prisoners 
spoke about how BrightHorizons had allowed them to explore themselves more deeply in a 
therapeutic sense but had also given them the chance to start enacting some of the changes they 
believed that they had made in practice- indicative of competence-support as outlined within 
SDT. This had not been the case for other programmes that prisoners had experienced. 
Generally, these programmes gave no opportunity for prisoners to apply any learning because 
of their confinement in the prison (see also Watt and Howells, 1999; Clarke, Simmonds and 
Wydall, 2004; Wilson and Davis, 2006; Toch, 2010). In bringing young people into the prison 
and working with them, BrightHorizons allowed prisoners to consolidate learning (see also 
Levenson and Farrant, 2002; Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; 
McNeill et al., 2011; Davey, Day and Balfour, 2015):  
 
“I think BrightHorizons, if anything, has supplemented the work that I’ve 
done on offending behaviour courses because […] it’s like putting your 
things into, putting whatever you’ve learnt, using it practically isn’t it or it’s 
like the practical to the theory if you like because you’re in a position now 
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that you’re sharing whatever you learnt with young people and some of the 
skills that you’ve learnt you’re using now.” (Matthew) 
 
Their role on BrightHorizons required prisoners to apply existing skills at the same time as 
supporting the acquisition of new ones- both practical and ‘soft’ (see Morey and Crewe, 2018). 
This ‘learning through doing’ was central to accounts of the therapeutic gains prisoners 
described having experienced on BrightHorizons: 
 
“…when you’re teaching something that you’ve learnt you become not, I 
don’t know, you become more aware of it yourself if that makes sense? […] 
Because knowing a bit of information is one thing but then actually teaching 
somebody you actually, okay, it does work because I know it works because 
I’ve used it, I’m using it now.” (Ollie) 
 
For some, this enabled them to ‘test run’ newly developed outlooks and behaviours, which had 
in turn consolidated what they described as their aspired identities: 
 
“I think it’s kind of rounded off a lot of my thinking because obviously over 
this sentence I’ve had to do a lot of kind of cognitive self-change stuff, 
looking at my kind of, why I’m behaving the way I’m behaving as it were… 
But I think what’s changed kind of with me is working in the environment 
and actually seeing it on a day to day basis that’s kind of had an impact, do 
you know, because whereas before it’s always just been out there yeah, do 
you know, but now it’s hands on… So in that sense it’s kind of … it’s 
concreted more that you know, I need to kind of really continue kind of 
working in this environment…” (Jordan) 
 
Thus, being able to be engaged in an activity that they perceived was maintaining and 
reinforcing their personal growth was particularly important for those who had already 
undergone therapeutic change via other prison-based programmes, because they were putting 
these changes into practice in a meaningful context. This appeared to provide a continued sense 
of satisfaction that was needed to maintain the momentum of change for those on long 
sentences (Toch, 2000; Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Weaver and McNeill, 2007). More 
specifically, something expressed by some as particularly motivating was the chance 
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BrightHorizons provided for them to apply themselves in a teaching role. Jonathan, for 
example, had spent time in a therapeutic prison where he believed he had resolved all of his 
issues (see section 5.2.2). Whilst he stated that this meant he had not gone through any major 
changes whilst participating in BrightHorizons, he had over time come to find that he benefitted 
therapeutically in unanticipated ways from teaching others: 
 
“I don’t think it’s necessarily made any major changes because…for some 
people this is a development experience or a learning experience for them… 
and influences their belief that they don’t want to offend and desistance and 
everything like that but I was already, done that… but outside of that… 
teaching is one of the most, I think, is one of the most rewarding things in the 
world, to be a teacher or to be a mentor and like because again it is about 
helping people grow… being put in that kind of role is very satisfying and 
that, so in that kind of way that helps you grow.” 
 
Jonathan and other long-term prisoners felt that they would not have gained such satisfaction 
from other, less purposeful, programmes or activities in the prison: “…would I have got as 
much satisfaction, personal reward [from doing anything else], no. I would just be perhaps on 
the landing pushing a brush or a mop and singing the blues (laughter)”. 
 
Thus, many of the therapeutic changes prisoners described having gone through whilst 
participating on BrightHorizons appeared to be a result of it having provided the opportunity 
and a supportive space in which to ‘try on’ a conformist role (Uggen, Manza and Behrens, 
2004). 
8.4 Giving back makes you feel better about yourself 
 
Helping others made prisoners feel better about themselves (see also Turner, 2012). This was 
generally explained in terms of easing the guilt many carried for what they had done in the 
past, and making them feel worthy of a second chance (see Barry, 2007). A few prisoners who 
had felt particularly shameful about their past behaviour and their sentence had indeed been 
attracted to BrightHorizons precisely because they anticipated it would help them feel better 
about themselves- reflective of SDT’s introjected regulation. Kevin, for example, explained 
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that “…there’s a part of me that I don’t like what I’ve done and they’re the consequences and 
I can’t change it”, but that through his role on BrightHorizons: 
 
“…sitting down with others and interacting with them and giving back, it 
gives you a kind of feeling of self-worth, you start to value yourself, you start 
to feel better about yourself. And being in a prison, being totally surrounded 
by other prisoners and this is your run for however long it is, you don’t think 
like that, you don’t think like a human being, you think, “I’m just another 
prisoner,” and so your self-esteem kind of leaves you.” 
 
However, for most, feeling better about themselves was something that occurred after some 
time on the programme (see also Strauss and Falkin, 2000). This was considered more of a 
side-effect of participating than a reason to be there. Ed explained that it was not until he had 
been doing BrightHorizons for a while and started to feel better about himself that he had 
realised his self-worth had been so low beforehand: “I didn’t understand the extent to which I 
was maybe had a negative self-image if you like or view about who I was and where I was 
at…” He had come to find that participating: “can definitely help to give me a self-worth back 
if you like. I feel like I’m doing something positive.” Jonathan described that, whilst he had 
joined BrightHorizons purely to help young people (see section 5.2.1), he too came to find that 
participating had enhanced his self-esteem: 
 
“…my self-esteem used to be very, very low growing up, although I projected 
a different persona, a very confident persona, the reality is actually 
something quite different. So again, I suppose on a personal growth level 
that is helped too, that’s kind of reinforced as well that actually you know 
you’re doing something constructive and that so yes, it’s positive.” 
 
Accounts also suggested these prisoners’ experiences of increased self-worth went deeper than 
simply relieving guilt, by helping them gradually re-build something imprisonment had taken 
away (see Goffman, 1961; Toch, 2000; Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 2012):“I think helping the 
young people because you like, raises your self-esteem definitely especially being in prison, 
like, being able to help other people gives you something back because it can get quite 
depressing in prison obviously” (Lauren). Gaining a more positive outlook of themselves had 
helped them to envisage a better future and feel deserving of it (see also Maruna et al., 2004; 
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Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Crank, 2018; McMahon 
and Jump, 2018):  
 
“I’m glad I did it [BrightHorizons] because it’s been the best thing I’ve ever 
done in my life I think because coming to jail and being in jail for murder it 
takes a lot away from you because you feel like you’re not worthy of a happy 
life, you’re not worthy of being happy, you’re not, like, there’s nothing I can 
do to change that or make peoples’ opinions change of the person that I am 
but now I see that I can have a good life and I can be happy.” (Claire) 
 
8.5 Integration of giving back: The development and endurance of motivation to give 
back over time 
 
Finally, the kinds of therapeutic change described by prisoners above reinforced the initial 
internal motivation to give back by helping young people (see section 5.2.1) over time. Thus, 
it appeared that the mutually beneficial nature of BrightHorizons – participation was 
experienced as beneficial for both the young people and the prisoners – was what made 
participating such a therapeutic experience for prisoners. This section describes how taken 
together, fulfilment of prisoners’ motivation to help others and make positive personal changes 
appeared to facilitate the processes of internalisation and integration described within SDT, 
such that participating became a more autonomously-regulated behaviour over time.  
 
Those prisoners who had already identified with BrightHorizons’ rehabilitative and restorative 
aims when they joined appeared to have fully integrated the behaviour of giving back into their 
sense of self over time. For those whose initial motivations were partially externally motivated, 
they became more internally regulated over time- edging towards the self-determined end of 
the SDT continuum. This was evident from three main aspects of prisoners’ accounts: that 
prisoners described giving back as their overriding motivation to participate over time; that 
they were applying positive behaviours refined on BrightHorizons outside of the programme, 
and that they expressed strong intentions to continue giving back post-release. These points are 
discussed in turn. 
 
Firstly, prisoners stated that helping young people was the overriding motivation behind their 
continued participation. Those who had initially been partially externally motivated (see 
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section 5.3.3) stated that they realised their motivation to participate had changed in this way 
over time. Accounts suggested that they had come to place more emphasis on BrightHorizons’ 
aim of enabling prisoners to give back than the external benefits that participation afforded. 
Thus, for this group of prisoners, participating had moved their focus beyond considerations of 
themselves and their own struggles, to concerns around supporting young people (see also 
Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Perrin, 2017): “I got more into just talking to the girls instead of 
my own benefits.” (Keira). And for Joe, who said he had initially joined for “selfish reasons”: 
 
“…when I got to it, it’s something that I did like and it’s something I do want 
to be. I love helping people and if for one second I can help someone not 
come back to jail I’m all for it […] I feel it does a lot of good and it helps me 
as well. Like I said, I can do my therapy and at the same time I can help 
people.” 
 
Thus, this partially externally motivated group had come to enjoy participating for its own 
merit, their priorities had shifted, and helping others made their own struggles more 
manageable (see also Barnard et al., 2009; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Behan, 2014).  
 
In slight contrast, those whose motivation to give back was already more well-internalised 
when they joined described that this initial motivation was reinforced over time. This was 
mainly through seeing the positive impact of BrightHorizons on young people (see section 
6.2.3), and the therapeutic impact of participating having reaffirmed their commitment to 
making amends (see above)- again, hence the ’double dip’. Regardless of the extent to which 
prisoners had internalised (or otherwise) the aim of giving back initially then, helping the young 
people appeared to become a more autonomously regulated behaviour over time. 
 
Despite giving back having become internalised to some degree by all prisoners over time, they 
could nevertheless identify various additional and more external benefits of participating. For 
example Marvin described how: 
 
“[BrightHorizons staff] sit on a platform and a lot of departments in the 
prison do respect them, so if you do have any problems or you have any 
issues they can actually help you get through them which I didn't think was 
actually one of the perks of the job.”  
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Given the lack of practical support received from officers (see section 7.2.2), this perk appeared 
to be quite motivating. The theme of having little other choice and nothing better to do (see 
section 5.3.1) due to the prison context also endured (see also Kasser, 1996; Schwartz, 2012; 
Woodall, Dixey and South, 2014; van der Kaap-Deeder et al., 2017). For Drew: 
“It’s, for me personally, it wouldn’t be the same for a lot of other people but 
for me personally it’s easy to motivate myself to come to BrightHorizons, I've 
got nothing else to do to be honest. […] So there’s some other people that 
would prefer to lay in bed but I like to get up first thing in the morning and 
have somewhere to go to…” 
 
In addition to this, BrightHorizons had indeed proven itself to be a more pleasant place to spend 
their time (see also section 6.3.2), which was continuously motivating:  
 
“… it’s very nice and relaxing and we all talk and we all laugh and it was 
like a team whereas prison’s not like that. So, I wouldn’t have wanted to 
leave for any other reason but ROTL if you understand what I mean, I would 
not have done other job within the prison.” (Keira) 
 
There were also the numerous internal self-benefits described above. However, it should be 
stressed that helping young people was generally described as more important to these 
prisoners. Corey explained that whilst they were working on themselves as they participated: 
“…it’s about the balance… I know in my heart like the idea is for the kids and that, that’s, so 
that will always be the number one”, and Jonathan concurred: 
  
“I think the motivation first and foremost always has to come from within. 
You have to be motivated to want to take part in this…for me, you should be 
joining BrightHorizons solely to give to these young people. It should never 
be about what is BrightHorizons giving to me. Don’t get me wrong, you will 
get things from BrightHorizons…but that should be […] what you get from 
BrightHorizons should always be like a by-product of what you chose to do 
or you’ve chosen to give…” 
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Ollie explained that any external perks were less important for motivating participation on 
BrightHorizons than they may have been for other prison jobs, because giving back via working 
with young people was inherently satisfying: “you can get perks with certain jobs so you do 
pick your job really in prison depending on what perk you have…here, the reward is being 
good at your job.”  
 
Taken together then, prisoners’ motivation to participate in BrightHorizons appeared to be as 
multifaceted over time as it had been initially, and a combination of variously internalised 
motives to help the young people and to help themselves. Indeed, prisoners often said that they 
still had multiple and simultaneous motives for participating in BrightHorizons: “I don’t think 
you could ever have just one or two reasons why you’re doing BrightHorizons” (Claire), and 
Erica said: “I like coming in here, I like working as a team, I like doing team building things, 
you know, I like to train and things, I like to train the other facilitators that are new to the team, 
so yes.” Motives that tended towards the self-determined end of the SDT continuum.  
 
Secondly, prisoners’ accounts suggested that that they were applying behaviours learnt and 
refined on BrightHorizons outside of the programme- suggesting they had become somewhat 
autonomously regulated. Programme aims of promoting victim awareness, understanding the 
consequences of their actions and taking personal responsibility appeared to have been 
internalised over time, as prisoners described how the central themes of BrightHorizons had 
‘taken over’ their lives and become part of who they were (see also Finkelstein, Penner and 
Brannick, 2005). As Ed put it: “what we’re saying makes sense so and I’ve subscribed to it so 
I try to live by it.” Similarly, having participated for eighteen months, Jordan explained how 
he now conducted himself as a positive role model for others around the prison, reinforcing 
that this was who he was now:  
 
“…you need to kind of make sure that you know, what you’re saying down 
there and what you’re doing up here is the same song […] Now I’m no longer 
getting respect for that negative peer because I’m not acting that way and 
I’m not living that way, you know, I’m on the wing, I’m quiet, I’m subdued; 
I’m not in no arguments or fights with nobody, I’m not trying to prove 
anything, but I’m still … people are still coming to me and going what do 
you think, you know. […] Because I trust your advice, what do you think? 
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[…] it’s a nice place to be because it’s kind of showing me that I don’t have 
to be that person anymore, you know. […] I can just be me and still kind of 
have people gravitate to me for the right reasons. […] I’ve given a hundred 
and ten percent to criminality for half of my life, I haven’t given a hundred 
and ten percent to you know, a non-criminal lifestyle ever. So you know, now 
is the time to do that.” 
 
Whilst Elouise explained how participating in BrightHorizons: 
 
“…makes you think about your actions…when you start delivering that it’s 
like it’s in your head, you take it with you wherever you are and you… and 
then you’re thinking about victims, have I upset anyone, have I ever, it’s in 
you, you know, because you’re delivering it so much it becomes a part of 
you.” 
 
Motivation to participate in BrightHorizons over time was thus underpinned by their desire to 
be positive role models for the young people and personally endorsing the message they were 
imparting. 
 
Finally, the internally regulated nature of long-term participation was perhaps most evident 
from the fact that many prisoners expressed an intention to continue doing similarly restorative 
work post-release: 
“I definitely want to try and work with kids, that is my ultimate goal, to work 
with young people once I get out of jail. Still give back, I think I'm going to 
end up giving back all of the rest of my life because I've taken a lot from 
society, I've created a lot of victims so I think I just want to give back and 
just help the world, or help my community or whatever it may be, just help 
people in general.” (Kieran) 
“Well, since I’ve been here I just wanted to help them all so it makes me think 
about doing it on the outside. Before, you can never see me doing this type 
of work on the outside but yes, my reasons have changed. I want to help 
more.” (Tyreese) 
236 
 
 
Through BrightHorizons, many said they had found something they felt truly passionate about 
for the first time in their lives (see also Turner, 2012): 
 
“This is what, I know I want to do this now, I’m passionate about it and I’ve 
never really been passionate about a job or something to do apart from 
listening to music and girls but that was about it (laughter).” (Ollie) 
 
“I think I want to be able to like work with BrightHorizons as a charity and 
then being able to help other people as well if I can […] I would have never 
had that ambition… because I was so like consumed in my life really just 
going out with my friends and going out to dinner and just living my carefree 
life like nothing really bothered me really.” (Joanna) 
 
Thus demonstrating an intrinsic interest in prosocial and/or generative activities that suggests 
motivation to participate in BrightHorizons was underpinned over time by far more than just 
filling their time in prison and making it bearable.  
 
8.6 Concluding thoughts 
 
Chapters 5 and 6 demonstrated two main well-internalised motivations for participating in 
BrightHorizons- namely giving something back to others and self-development- which 
underpinned both initial motivation to join and motivation to participate over time. Chapter 7 
explored the ways in which relationships and connections developed as a result of participating 
further motivated prisoners to be there. Taken together, fulfilment of initial motives and lesser 
anticipated positive aspects of BrightHorizons appeared to support the fulfilment of prisoners’ 
BPNs for competency, relatedness and autonomy, which facilitated motivation to participate 
over time. All of the prisoners remained committed to BrightHorizons and its aims, even when 
fulfilment of their BPNs (particularly autonomy) was sometimes thwarted. Woven throughout 
the preceding chapters it has also been shown that taking part in the programme provided 
extrinsic benefits that the wider prison environment largely frustrated, and that participants 
appeared to be at least partly motivated to take part because they perceived that doing so could 
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satisfy these shorter-term, prison-centred needs (see also Lin, 2002; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; 
Costelloe and Langelid, 2011; Brosens et al., 2016).  
 
This chapter has highlighted the therapeutic impact of participating in BrightHorizons upon 
prisoners. Particularly with regards to how self-reflection, the therapeutically superior nature 
of BrightHorizons compared to other programmes, and increased self-esteem appeared to 
facilitate internal motivation to change, by consolidating newly emerging positive self-
identities and supporting the internalisation of giving something back (see also Cook and 
Spirrison, 1992; Keller, 1993; Koons et al., 1997; Devilly et al., 2005; Klenowski, Bell and 
Dodson, 2010; Bellamy et al., 2012; Fletcher and Batty, 2012). On the other hand, the 
therapeutic demands of the programme were sometimes experienced by prisoners as 
demotivating, which it appeared could undermine prisoners’ sense of autonomy and motivation 
to participate. Additionally, extrinsic motivation also appeared to influence motivation to 
participate over time. Prisoners were still partly participating for reasons such as looking 
favourable to others, BrightHorizons being a nicer environment than anywhere else in the 
prison, there being nothing better to do, and because they received help with administrative 
issues. This supports previous findings that prisoners are drawn to programmes based on both 
the short- and long-term benefits they offer, and for reasons related to both individual factors 
and prison life (Batchelder and Pippert, 2002; Manger et al., 2010; Brosens et al., 2016).  
 
Overall it can be concluded that, whilst there were a few external ‘push’ factors and need-
thwarting aspects of participating that appeared to cause prisoners’ motivation to fluctuate, 
BrightHorizons continued to appeal to their longer-term rehabilitative and restorative goals. 
This primarily supported BPNs and sustained motivation to participate over time. Because they 
had internalised the value of giving back, the behaviour they performed on BrightHorizons was 
experienced as an expression of their true selves- something not often supported in prison 
(Kasser, 1996)- somewhat satisfying the need for autonomy. Having gained a sense of 
competence and relatedness through meaningful structural (see chapter 6) and social (see 
chapter 7) supports on BrightHorizons, prisoners were able and motivated to continue 
constructing and reconstructing their identities via the act of giving back. These prisoners often 
linked their desire to continue with restorative work post-release to their motivation to desist 
from crime (see also section 6.3.1). It appeared that through participating in BrightHorizons 
they had found something they perceived they were good at, wanted to do, and could envisage 
themselves doing in the future (see also Turner, 2012). This is an important finding, given that 
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research suggests that motivation, confidence and early intentions to desist can lead to long-
term behaviour change (Maruna, 2001; Webb and Sheeran, 2006; King, 2012; Doekhie, 
Dirkzwager and Nieuwbeerta, 2017).   
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Chapter 9: Discussion and conclusion 
 
9.1 Introduction 
 
This thesis set out to explore prisoners’ motivation to participate in BrightHorizons- an 
innovative strengths-based rehabilitation programme. It aimed to: 1) Provide an understanding 
of prisoners’ initial motivation to participate; 2) Examine how prisoners’ experiences of 
participating in the programme, and their wider experiences of imprisonment, shaped 
motivation over time; and 3) To consider whether SDT provides a useful framework through 
which to better understand prisoners’ motivation for participating in prison-based rehabilitation 
programmes.   
 
In so doing, the current research sought to address several important research gaps. Firstly, it 
applied SDT - a comprehensive theory of human motivation - to the study of prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in programmes, which has rarely been done before. Secondly, it 
explored prisoners’ motivation to participate in a strengths-based, small-scale, non-accredited 
prison-based rehabilitation programme- one unlike most current prison programmes. Thirdly, 
it contributes to the limited qualitative literature on prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
rehabilitation programmes. Fourthly, it explored currently participating prisoners’ perceptions 
of their motivation over time. Finally, it provided insight into the potential influence of 
programme participation on early-stage desistance.  
 
This research has some limitations. Firstly, it drew on a cross-sectional design. Prisoners were 
interviewed only once, providing a ‘snapshot’ of this point in time (Levin, 2006). Ideally 
changes would have been explored using a longitudinal design, meaning the same individuals 
are interviewed and re-interviewed to understand unfolding changes (Scott and Alwin, 1998). 
The latter approach avoiding the risk of bias created when relying on people’s current 
perceptions to gather information relating to past aspirations (Farrington, 1979; Scott and 
Alwin, 1998). Secondly, the accuracy of data provided by prisoners is often of concern, the 
main one being the tendency of offenders to provide socially desirable ‘accounts’ (Sykes and 
Matza, 1957; Scott and Lyman, 1968; Maruna and Copes, 2005) wherein they suppress or adapt 
their version of events to be consistent with the version they feel is expected (Farrington, 1979; 
Scott and Alwin, 1998; McMurran et al., 2008). Thirdly, potentially selection bias has 
implications for the interpretation of results, as the sample may not have been representative 
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of all potential participants’ experiences (see also Wilson, Gallagher and MacKenzie, 2000). 
Finally, generalisability of the findings needs to be considered since the participants on 
BrightHorizons tended to be older, well-adjusted prisoners who had made commitment to 
reform. Rationalisation for these methodological decisions is provided in chapter 4.  
 
This chapter first discusses the current findings against the aforementioned research aims and 
compares them with existing literature. It then outlines several theoretical and practical 
implications of the current findings, and makes some suggestions for future research. It closes 
with some concluding comments about motivation to participate in prison-based rehabilitation 
programmes. 
 
9.2 Initial motivation to join BrightHorizons (Aim 1) 
 
9.2.1 Intrinsic motives 
 
Decisions to join BrightHorizons were underpinned by prisoners’ existing motivation to ‘give 
back’ and to support them in their rehabilitative journeys. In terms of giving back, some 
prisoners had an existing interest in working with young people, and all endorsed the principle 
of diverting young people from crime to some degree. They anticipated they had much in 
common with the cohorts of young people BrightHorizons worked with and thus wanted to use 
their experience to stop them making the same mistakes they had. Previous research has 
similarly found that prisoners become involved in various activities - including peer and/or 
community support schemes, restorative justice programmes, democratic participation in 
prisoner councils and forums, and arts-based programmes - out of motivation to give something 
back to society (eg. International Centre for Prison Studies, 2002; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; 
Boothby, 2011; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Jaffe, 2011; Magee, 2011; Kazemian and 
Travis, 2015; South et al., 2016; Perrin, 2017). Such programmes are examples of ‘active 
citizenship’, whereby prisoners take on responsibilities, constructive work, and contribute to 
the prison and/or outside community (Levenson and Farrant, 2002; Edgar, Jacobson and 
Biggar, 2011; Turner, 2012; Prison Reform Trust, 2017a). With regards to their rehabilitative 
journeys, these prisoners’ desire to give back was associated with having adjusted to 
imprisonment, taken responsibility for the past, and having developed motivation to change 
and early intentions to desist from crime. This is in line with previous studies that have found 
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that those who adjust to imprisonment are more likely to be self-motivated to participate in 
prison programmes and activities (Dhami, Ayton and Loewenstein, 2007; van der Laan and 
Eichelsheim, 2013), and that prisoners can be highly motivated to change their behaviour upon 
entry to programmes- including drugs treatment, therapy and education (Jackson and Innes, 
2000; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Stevens, 2013; Behan, 2014; Fox, 2016; 
McKeganey et al., 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Many of the prisoners were 
serving longer and/or recurrent prison sentences. This had given them time to reflect, take 
responsibility, and begin to address their rehabilitation (see also Hunter and Boyce, 2009; 
Caulfield, Wilson and Wilkinson, 2010; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Abad et al., 2013; 
Behan, 2014; Frank et al., 2015; Kazemian and Travis, 2015). For the few who were still 
adjusting, participating was primarily a way of coping and reclaiming some control over their 
lives (see also Lin, 2002; Rowe, 2016). Either way, they had all actively chosen to use their 
time constructively, supporting previous findings that compliance and engagement with the 
regime is not always instrumental or strategic, but prisoners can take part in things with 
sincerity (Bukstel and Kilmann, 1980; Marlow and Chesla, 2009; Schinkel, 2015c; Elison et 
al., 2016; McLean, Maitra and Holligan, 2017; Crewe and Ievins, 2019).  
 
9.2.2 Extrinsic motives 
 
Nonetheless, many prisoners needed encouragement to join BrightHorizons (see also 
Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; Brookes, 2010; Stevens, 2013; Fox, 2016); reflecting initial 
concerns about what the programme would entail and whether they would be able to do it. 
Motivation for BrightHorizons was also linked to there being few alternatives in the prison (see 
also Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Toch, 2010; Behan, 2014; Fox, 2016). Other options were 
menial prison jobs and accredited OBPs - all of which prisoners found unchallenging, mundane 
and irrelevant. BrightHorizons offered ‘something different’ (see also Stevens, 2013; Schinkel, 
2015a; Fox, 2016). Constructively engaging prisoners’ motivation to change has been found to 
depend on the availability of adequate opportunities (Bukstel and Kilmann, 1980; Goodstein, 
MacKenzie and Shotland, 1984; Kasser, 1996; Ashkar and Kenny, 2008; MacPherson, 2017). 
Those on long sentences, particularly, were motivated to join BrightHorizons because they had 
completed compulsory programmes and were keen to be doing something purposeful (see also 
Kazemian and Travis, 2015). Perhaps due to the lack of other opportunities, some prisoners 
were motivated to join BrightHorizons simply for something to do, to alleviate boredom and 
break up the monotony of the prison regime (see also Batchelder and Pippert, 2002; Braggins 
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and Talbot, 2003; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; O’Brien, 2010; Boothby, 2011; Magee, 2011; 
Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; Behan, 2014; Clinks, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and 
Tonkin, 2016).  
 
Recognising that participating could aid their self-development and prepare them for post-
release challenges motivated some. BrightHorizons appealed as a rare opportunity to do a 
‘proper job’, gain professional and transferrable skills, training and a qualification, and to put 
existing skills and developments into practice (see also Koons et al., 1997; Batchelder and 
Pippert, 2002; Sellen et al., 2006; Tewksbury and Stengel, 2006; McMurran et al., 2008; 
Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010). Research into prisoners’ motivation for education 
(Tootoonchi, 1993; Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Manger et al., 2010; Manger, Eikeland and 
Asbjørnsen, 2013; Behan, 2014; Roth and Manger, 2014); vocational programmes (Jackson 
and Innes, 2000); drug treatment programmes (Giertsen et al., 2015), and peer-based initiatives 
(Hunter and Boyce, 2009) has similarly found that pursuing such activities is motivated by the 
desire to build competencies and plan for life after release.  
 
Additionally, a small minority of prisoners joined BrightHorizons because it might improve 
their release prospects. Studies have commonly found prisoners to hold this motive (eg. 
Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Vandevelde et al., 2006; South et al., 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams 
and Tonkin, 2016; Shoham et al., 2017), particularly when it comes to legally mandated 
programmes (Day, Tucker and Howells, 2004; Whiteacre, 2007). Whilst BrightHorizons had 
no official bearing on their criminal justice status, a few were nevertheless hopeful that 
participating might work in their favour when being considered for release. The few who 
expressed this motive simultaneously provided motives of wanting to better themselves and 
help others. 
 
Taken together prisoners’ combined intrinsic and extrinsic initial motivation reflects their 
multiple needs to make their current situation bearable, whilst also considering longer-term 
goals revolving around making amends and future desistance (see also Lin, 2002; Ward, Melser 
and Yates, 2007; McMurran et al., 2008; Hunter and Boyce, 2009; Polaschek, 2011; Behan, 
2014; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016; Shoham et al., 2017). 
 
9.3 Changes in motivation to participate over time (Aim 2) 
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9.3.1 Facilitators of motivation over time 
 
Motivation to continue participating was facilitated by a number of factors. First, giving back 
via prisoner-young person interaction - the most dominant initial motivation - was reinforced 
over time as prisoners interacted with the young people. Giving back was experienced as 
empowering, rewarding, and supportive of prisoners’ motivation to change and emerging 
positive self-identities (see also Berg, 1984; Cook and Spirrison, 1992; Keller, 1993; Maruna, 
LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Lebel, 2007; Paternoster and Bushway, 
2009; Stevens, 2012; Liem and Richardson, 2014; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015; Sapouna 
et al., 2015). Second, the pleasant programme environment. BrightHorizons was somewhere 
prisoners could escape to that was more relaxed, normal, homely even, compared to the rest of 
the prison (see also Koons et al., 1997; Wilson and McCabe, 2002; Brookes, 2010; Stevens, 
2013; Behan, 2014; Lloyd et al., 2017). Third, positive relationships with BrightHorizons staff 
(see also Shoham et al., 2006; Blagden, Slade and Hamilton, 2014; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; 
Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016; Perrin et al., 
2018). Motivation was sustained through encouragement prisoners received from staff for their 
personal development and support with wider aspects of their lives, such as concerns related to 
prison life or their personal lives. Thus, supporting evidence for the significance of the 
‘therapeutic alliance’ in enhancing motivation for treatment (Dowden and Andrews, 2004; eg. 
Marshall and Serran, 2004; Barry, 2007; Ross, 2008; Polaschek, 2009; Polaschek and Ross, 
2010; Kozar and Day, 2012). Fourth, the sense of community created within BrightHorizons 
through teamwork, openness and honesty and shared goals between staff and prisoners alike 
(see also Koons et al., 1997; Sowards, O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Brookes, 2010; Collica, 
2010; Chovanec, 2012; Stevens, 2012, 2013; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Collica-
Cox, 2014; Holdsworth et al., 2014; Frank et al., 2015). Finally, participating supported 
therapeutic self-change. This was not a dominant initial motivation for most, yet they all came 
to find that participating encouraged and/or reinforced positive change of some description- 
mainly through the therapeutic effect of self-reflection and the applied nature of the role, which 
enabled them to put internal changes into practice. This reflects other research that has found 
people may not be genuinely enthusiastic about entering therapy, but this can change when 
particular aspects of the process turn out to be challenging, enjoyable and beneficial (Wilson 
and McCabe, 2002; Polaschek, 2009; Carter, 2011; Ryan et al., 2011).  
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9.3.2 Barriers to motivation over time 
 
Certain features could be de-motivating. First and foremost, whilst prisoners enjoyed being 
responsible for delivering the workshops, they were restricted by programme rules and 
boundaries and adherence to the manual (see also Wright, 1993; Strauss and Falkin, 2000; 
Hettema, Steele and Miller, 2005; Polaschek, 2009). This paradox was experienced as highly 
frustrating and difficult to manage (see also Brookes, 2010; Slater and Coyle, 2017 in reference 
to TC). Second, restrictions on how they delivered the programme, which were mainly 
discussed in terms of restrictions on their input and creativity and those placed upon their 
interactions with the young people. Third, restrictions on prisoners’ input occasionally put a 
strain on aforementioned positive prisoner-programme staff relationships (see also Mann, 
2009). Thus illustrating the tensions that can arise when attempting to create proximity and 
collaboration within an inherently unequal situation (Lloyd et al., 2017). Accepting and sharing 
responsibility can provide a sense of empowerment but is also necessarily limited by the 
realities of the prison regime (Brookes, 2010). Fourth, prisoners’ perceived limited impact on 
the young people. Prisoners typically entered BrightHorizons feeling they were in a strong 
position to get through to the young people. Whilst this optimism was in some ways confirmed 
over time, they also felt there were limitations on the positive impact they could have (see also 
Jaffe, 2011). Fifth, the emotionally demanding nature of the work on BrightHorizons could 
intermittently threaten prisoners’ motivation. Specifically, that their position of responsibility 
represented ‘what not to do’ and was a constant reminder of their mistakes, and that continually 
reflecting on and talking about themselves could be exhausting (see also Dhaliwal and 
Harrower, 2009; Magee, 2011). Finally, limited support from the wider prison environment 
could impede prisoners’ motivation by threatening to counteract the positive influence of 
BrightHorizons (see also Zamble and Porporino, 1990; Wright, 1993; Kasser, 1996; Day and 
Doyle, 2010). Antagonistic or indifferent relationships with officers and perceived lack of 
institutional awareness and interest in BrightHorizons (and rehabilitation generally), or any 
recognition for their efforts, were described as frustrating and disheartening (see also Adler 
and Mir, 2012; Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 2012). Previous research has found that staff and 
setting characteristics interact to have a positive or negative effect on prisoners (Howells, 2000; 
Birgden, 2004; Ross, Polaschek and Ward, 2008; Schinkel, 2015a). Without professional, 
supportive staff and a safe environment with adequate resources, even those who are motivated 
to change struggle to do so (Ashkar and Kenny, 2008; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; 
Fox, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016).  
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When considered through the lens of SDT (as per the third aim of the current study), the factors 
found to influence changes in motivation discussed in this section can be understood as 
influencing motivation via their effect on fulfilment of BPNs for competence, autonomy and 
relatedness (see section 9.4.2). 
  
9.3.3 Influence of the programme context, the wider prison context, and individual factors 
on motivation 
 
Taken together then, aspects of the programme context, wider prison context and individual 
factors interacted to affect prisoners’ motivation - for better or worse. The full array of factors 
is summarised in table 2 (see also figure 3).  
 
Table 2: Factors that influenced motivation to participate initially and over time 
 
Individual factors Prison context Programme environment 
Adjustment to prison I 
(section 4.2.2) 
Recognition at institutional 
level OT (section 5.2.2) 
Pleasant environment OT 
(section 5.3.2) 
Sentence length I (section 
4.2.2) 
Prisoner-officer relationships 
OT (section 6.2.2) 
Positive relationships with 
programme staff OT 
(sections 5.2.1, 6.2.1) 
Gender OT (discussed 
throughout) 
Few opportunities for 
meaningful activity I, OT 
(sections 4.3.1, 7.3.2) 
Sense of community OT 
(section 6.3) 
Stage of rehabilitative 
journey I, OT (sections 
4.2.2, 7.2) 
Availability/timing/sequencing 
of programmes I, OT (sections 
4.2.2, 5.2.1) 
Non-compulsory 
programme I, OT (sections 
4.3.1, 6.3.3, 7.2.2) 
Motivation to change/desist 
I, OT (sections 4.2.2, 5.3.2, 
7.2) 
 Prisoner input to 
programme delivery OT 
(section 5.4) 
Acceptance of 
responsibility I, OT 
(sections 4.2.2, 7.2.1) 
 Giving back I, OT (sections 
4.2.1, 5.2.3, 7.3.3) 
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  Supportive of self-change I, 
OT- therapeutic (sections 
4.2.2, 7.2) and enhanced 
skills/abilities (sections 
4.3.2, 5.2.1, 5.3.1) 
  Emotionally demanding 
role OT (sections 5.4.2, 
7.2.1) 
I= initial motivation; OT= motivation over time 
 
9.4 Utility of SDT for exploring prisoners’ motivation for programmes (Aim 3) 
 
The final aim was to address the utility of SDT for exploring motivation in the prison context. 
Intrinsically motivated behaviours are enacted because individuals find them enjoyable and 
interesting in the absence of operationally separable consequences - the doing of the activity 
itself is intrinsically rewarding (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Extrinsically motivated behaviours are 
controlled by external contingencies, for example reward accomplishment or punishment 
avoidance (Deci and Ryan, 2000). They are enacted for some separable consequence, rather 
than the inherent satisfaction of the activity itself. However, SDT posits that extrinsically 
motivated behaviours are not invariantly controlled, but can vary in the degree to which they 
are self-determined versus controlled - according to the process of internalisation, whereby 
individuals take in social values and extrinsic contingencies and progressively transform them 
into personal values and self-motivations (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). SDT thus posits a continuum 
from extrinsic to intrinsic motivation whereon meeting innate psychological needs for 
competence, relatedness and autonomy facilitates intrinsic motivation (Deci and Ryan, 1987; 
Howells and Day, 2003).  
 
9.4.1 Intrinsic vs. variously extrinsic motives 
 
The reasons prisoners provided for participating in BrightHorizons largely supported SDT’s 
conceptualisation of intrinsic and different types of extrinsic motivation. Intrinsic versus fully 
extrinsic motivation (at opposing ends of the SDT continuum) could be clearly differentiated. 
Namely, enjoyment or interest in working with young people and/or participating in 
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BrightHorizons generally (intrinsic motivation) versus participating to gain early release or to 
avoid boredom and/or menial work (externally regulated extrinsic motivation). When it came 
to the variously more autonomous forms of extrinsic motivation, however, it was sometimes 
unclear which specific type prisoners’ reasons for participating reflected. Previous 
(quantitative) studies have resolved this by forming composite measures of controlled (external 
and introjected) versus autonomous (identified, integrated and intrinsic) motivation (Ryan and 
Deci, 2000b). Part of this difficulty in differentiating specific types of extrinsic motivation in 
the present study arose from the fact that BrightHorizons was a dual-purpose programme 
encompassing a range of aims and activities, thus, prisoners reported multiple motives for 
participating. Which could be difficult to disentangle within in-depth qualitative interviews. 
Together, this meant that it was not always clear how autonomously regulated prisoner’s 
motives were in relation to one another.  
 
This complexity in differentiating between types of variously autonomous forms of extrinsic 
motivation is evidenced through four examples. Firstly, BrightHorizons’ two aims were to 
divert young people from prison and support prisoners’ rehabilitation. Arguably then, either of 
these being reasons for joining would be considered intrinsic motivation, due to reflecting 
interest in BrightHorizons itself. However, SDT posits that the qualitative difference between 
intrinsic motivation and integrated regulation (the most well-internalised form of extrinsic 
motivation) is that interest is key to the former, whilst importance is key to the latter (Deci and 
Ryan, 2000; Gagné and Deci, 2005). Thus, highlighting the subtle difference in the quality of 
motivation underlying these two motives. Whilst prisoners referred to working with young 
people in terms of interest and enjoyment, motives related to their rehabilitation were 
emphasised as important and congruent with their goals and identities; with the process of 
rehabilitation not being described as interesting. Thus, motives that related to helping the young 
people were considered intrinsic and those that related to rehabilitation (ie. self-change) were 
considered integrated. This supports SDT research from the psychotherapy (Carter, 2011; Ryan 
et al., 2011) and correctional treatment literature (Polaschek, 2009; McNeill and Weaver, 2010) 
which argues few people initiate the process of behaviour change (which is demanding and not 
necessarily immediately rewarding) because it is intrinsically interesting, and prisoners may be 
more likely to pursue rehabilitative endeavours because they recognise the importance of 
rehabilitating themselves, rather than for enjoyment.  
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Secondly, the motive of self-development was considered identified regulation, because 
prisoners valued BrightHorizons as a means to achieve their (separable) professional goals. 
However, that most of them linked their motivation to gain skills to their broader motivation 
to desist from crime (the intended outcome of rehabilitation programmes) suggests this could 
also be interpreted as an integrated motive. SDT allows for the complexity and multiplicity of 
reasons underlying people’s behaviour by positing that people can have multiple simultaneous 
motives that vary in autonomy, thus meaning they are more or less autonomously regulated 
overall (Ryan et al., 2011). This might be considered a strength of applying SDT to the prison 
context, because research suggests that prisoners taking part in programmes have multiple 
goals (see Sellen et al., 2006, 2009; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; McMurran et al., 2008; 
Campbell, Sellen and McMurran, 2010). However, interpreting prisoners’ overall motivation 
from in-depth qualitative accounts was difficult (see also section 9.4.3).  
 
Thirdly, not all motives related to rehabilitation appeared to reflect integrated regulation. There 
were subtle differences, linked to the slightly different stages prisoners were at in their 
rehabilitation journeys. Some had decided to start making positive changes in line with 
rehabilitation (eg. coming off drugs), and although they were yet to fully internalise motivation 
to change their offending behaviour, they had recognised the potential for BrightHorizons to 
help them initiate incremental changes directed towards this goal. This indicated that their 
behavioural regulation was identified according to SDT, because the idea of rehabilitation was 
consciously valued yet not fully assimilated into their sense of self (see also Lin, 2002; Weaver 
and Lightowler, 2012). In line with previous findings, these prisoners had come to understand 
the nature of their problems well enough to have identified that something needed to change 
(either through self-reflection and self-understanding, or external sources), and were motivated 
to explore this further via BrightHorizons (see also Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; 
Stevens, 2013). Others considered themselves already significantly changed. These prisoners 
had already begun to assimilate a non-offending identity into their sense of self, and 
participated because they perceived BrightHorizons would support their new identity; 
indicating their behavioural regulation was integrated in line with SDT (see also Ryan and 
Deci, 2000a; Barry, 2010).  
 
Lastly, decisions to join the programme were also externally influenced. Notably, by the 
context of the prison, within which there were few opportunities to spend their time. Joining 
BrightHorizons may thus not have felt like a choice (see also Goodstein, MacKenzie and 
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Shotland, 1984; van der Kaap-Deeder et al., 2017). However, this was not clear-cut. Whilst 
this lack of choice means participation cannot be considered entirely autonomous, that the 
programme was congruent with prisoners’ existing goals is key here (see also Kasser, 1996; 
Kasser and Ryan, 1996). Prisoners emphasised BrightHorizons was the only meaningful 
option, indicating a degree of autonomy and intrinsic interest (see also McNeill, 2006; Davis, 
Bahr and Ward, 2012; Stevens, 2013). Joining BrightHorizons was thus still perceived as a 
personal choice, because it was well-aligned with prisoners’ preference to be doing something 
constructive (see also Birgden, 2004; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 2006; McKinney and 
Cotronea, 2011; Kavanagh and Borrill, 2013). That BrightHorizons was a voluntary 
programme was also likely important for initial motivation. Prisoners had chosen to join (albeit 
from limited options) rather than feeling forced to attend to meet their sentence plan (as was 
the case for most OBPs) – the former representing more autonomously regulated behaviour 
than the latter. Participating in optional BrightHorizons may have provided some sense of 
autonomy because it was considered separate from compulsory OBPs that were perceived as a 
means to control and manage them (see also Fox, 1999; Stevens, 2013; Behan, 2014; Rowe 
and Soppitt, 2014).  
 
This section has highlighted the utility of SDT for interpreting subtle differences in motivation 
which may have been missed if conceptualising motivation as either internal or external, or 
measuring levels of motivation as opposed to exploring its underlying quality. It has also 
demonstrated the trade-off of applying SDT qualitatively – on the one hand rich accounts of 
motivation can be gathered, but on the other hand different types of motivation can be difficult 
to distinguish and the overall regulation of behaviour difficult to clarify. Nevertheless, taken 
together, prisoners’ initial motivation spanned multiple points of the SDT continuum 
simultaneously (see also Jackson and Innes, 2000; Lin, 2002; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 
2004; Manger et al., 2010; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; Fox, 2016). Only a minority of the sample 
expressed purely intrinsic motivation to join BrightHorizons (to give back by helping young 
people), with most motivated by this and more extrinsic reasons. The latter were either entirely 
external motives to gain something unrelated to the programme itself (early release/keeping 
busy/avoiding the less attractive options), or somewhat internalised, such that the programme 
would make them feel better about themselves (introjected regulation), or would help them 
achieve valued goals of professional self-development (identified regulation), and those related 
to self-change (integrated regulation) (see figure 2). Whether decisions are initially internally 
or externally motivated may not matter in the long-run, because motivation for something 
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different is a prerequisite for more self-determined forms of motivation (see also Stevens, 2013; 
Rowe and Soppitt, 2014). As the proceeding sections demonstrate, this was supported in the 
current study. 
 
Figure 2 is a diagrammatic representation of prisoners’ initial motives according to the type of 
motivation they correspond to on the SDT continuum. 
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Figure 2: Prisoners’ initial motives along the self-determination continuum  
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Such conflations of extrinsic and intrinsic motivation endured. However, the specific 
combination of motives underlying participation changed in various ways over time (see figure 
4) – which likely had consequences for overall behavioural regulation. Namely, extrinsic 
motivation became internalised; already internalised behaviours became integrated; new 
behavioural regulations were internalised; and unanticipated external perks were discovered. 
In support of SDT’s emphasis upon the interaction between the individual and the social 
context, such changes depended on individuals’ initial motivation and responses to current 
situational factors; and both internal and external factors relating to the individual, the 
institution and the programme (see also De Leon, 1996; Koons et al., 1997; Fiorentine, 
Nakashima and Anglin, 1999; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Abrams, 2012; Farley and 
Pike, 2016). As demonstrated in the forthcoming sections, such fluctuations in motivation 
could be traced to the extent to which participating supported prisoners’ BPNs for competence, 
relatedness and autonomy. 
 
9.4.2 Fluctuations in motivation according to prisoners’ sense of competence, autonomy and 
relatedness 
 
Findings largely supported the SDT position that the quality of motivation depends on the 
extent to which BPNs for competence, relatedness and autonomy are fulfilled (Ryan, 1995; 
Deci and Ryan, 2000; Ryan and Deci, 2017). Aspects of their experience that enhanced 
prisoners’ motivation were those that contributed to the satisfaction of BPNs, whilst barriers to 
motivation could be attributed to one or more of these needs being thwarted (see figure 3). 
Themes from participants’ accounts of their motivation are discussed below underneath the 
BPN they most closely corresponded with, albeit some themes related to more than one.  
 
First is the extent to which BrightHorizons was competence-supportive. Competence is the 
psychological need to experience confidence in ones capacity to have an effect on the 
environment, and attain valued outcomes within it (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Ryan et al., 2011). 
The more confident one feels in being able to carry out a behaviour, the more likely one is to 
internalise that behaviour (Cook and Artino, 2016). In SDT, competency refers not only to 
vocational skills, but to a broader sense of feeling involved and able to influence outcomes 
within a community (Raeburn et al, 2015). Competence-support is afforded when practitioners 
provide optimal challenge, feedback that promotes self-efficacy and avoids negativity, and 
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structure (such that the individual is provided with the skills and tools for change and supported 
when competence-related barriers emerge) (Silva, Marques and Teixeira, 2014). This was 
reflected in the current study. BrightHorizons facilitated prisoners’ sense of competence with 
regards to feeling able to positively influence young people away from prison, preparing 
themselves for post-release employment, and coping with life in prison. It did this in several 
specific ways, which are now discussed in turn. 
 
Receiving positive feedback from programme staff and visiting professionals increased 
competence. Consistent positive feedback from programme staff confirmed to prisoners that 
they were improving and progressing and were capable of undertaking conventional, prosocial 
roles. Given that positive feedback was rare in prison, where it is more common for prisoners 
to find themselves in trouble than being celebrated (Warr, 2008; Burdon, St. De Lore and 
Prendergast, 2011), this aspect of BrightHorizons was highly valued. Feedback from visiting 
professionals had a slightly different but particularly profound effect on prisoners’ motivation. 
Their positions of status and authority (often with regards to professionalism and/or law 
enforcement) meant prisoners were empowered by people who had previously condemned 
them, and/or those working in positions they aspired to be in one day. This made them feel less 
held back by their criminal pasts. Together, others believing in their capacity to change led 
prisoners to believe in themselves more (see also Rex, 1999; Maruna, 2001; Wilson and 
McCabe, 2002; Burnett and McNeill, 2005; Maruna and LeBel, 2009; Polaschek, 2009; Healy, 
2012; King, 2013a; Ministry of Justice, 2013; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; Perrin and 
Blagden, 2016).  
 
Conversely, negative feedback and lack of institutional recognition undermined competence. 
Damage to motivation was minimised by the fact that feedback was mostly conveyed 
sensitively and fairly (ie. in an autonomy-supportive rather than controlling way) (Koestner et 
al., 1984; Deci et al., 1991), supporting previous findings on the importance of the style in 
which feedback is delivered for motivation (Koka and Hagger, 2010; Mabbe et al., 2018; Fong 
et al., 2019). Focused as many of these prisoners were on self-improvement, most viewed 
feedback as constructive. However, on rare occasions when negative feedback was taken badly 
it could temporarily disrupt the positive atmosphere on BrightHorizons by causing disputes 
between team members (also thwarting relatedness). Additionally, lack of recognition by the 
prison could be demotivating because prisoners felt their efforts were underappreciated beyond 
the programme context (see also Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009). Some female prisoners had 
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received recognition from the Governor, and this acknowledgement of their behaviour 
empowered them to continue participating (see also McMurran and McCulloch, 2007). 
Previous research has similarly found that prisoners’ perceptions of institutional care and 
support for their rehabilitation can influence motivation to participate in programmes (Burdon 
et al., 2002; Andrews and Bonta, 2003; Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Shoham et al., 
2006; Warr, 2008; Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011; Clevenger, 2014).  
 
Additionally, seeing the positive impact of their behaviour on young people increased 
prisoners’ perceived competence. Feeling that young people were benefitting from their 
experiences was empowering because it meant they had created something good from them, 
leading many to feel they had found their ‘calling’ on BrightHorizons. Such ‘redemption 
narratives’ can be important for sustaining the momentum of change for offenders (Maruna, 
2001; Maruna and Ramsden, 2004; Schinkel, 2015c; Stone, 2016; Harding et al., 2017; Hardie-
Bick, 2018; Bullock, Bunce and McCarthy, 2019). Indeed, this reinforced motivation to give 
back over time. Hearing directly from young people how much they had helped them was 
described as particularly empowering, supporting the SDT contention that communications 
that conduce towards feelings of competence during an action can enhance intrinsic motivation 
for that action (Ryan and Deci, 2000a; Mabbe et al., 2018). Consistent with recent research on 
SDT and prosocial behaviour (Gagne, 2003; Grant, 2008; Weinstein and Ryan, 2010), giving 
something back fostered competence, because prisoners perceived that they were acting on the 
world in ways that had the potential to result in positive changes. However, some felt the impact 
they had on young people was limited, largely because no formal follow-up work was 
undertaken with young people, and feedback to BrightHorizons on their progress was 
inconsistent. Thus, prisoners often did not know the long-term impact of their efforts, which 
could undermine competence.  
 
Furthermore, acquiring skills useful for the future increased prisoners’ perceived competence 
in a professional capacity, making them feel more in control of this aspect of their lives. They 
discovered strengths and talents that had previously gone unexplored and refined them over 
time. This maintained motivation because the more progress they saw the more confident they 
felt that they would be able to overcome post-release barriers (see also De Leon, 1996; Melnick 
et al., 2001). This supports the SDT conception that it is the growing sense of competence for 
a behaviour that engages internal motivation, by driving the reflective practice required to 
develop proficiency (Deci and Ryan, 2000; Lyness et al., 2013). Developing skills also 
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provided direction for prisoners’ long-term goals (see also Giertsen et al., 2015), because many 
had realised that they wanted to do something similarly challenging and/or reparative when 
they left prison. They thus continued participating to gain maximum experience. Optimism for 
their professional future was bolstered by the networking opportunities afforded by 
BrightHorizons, which meant they had come into contact with professionals who expressed an 
interest in working with them, and ex-prisoners who had gained employment against the odds. 
However, the minimal formal links between BrightHorizons and relevant community 
organisations sometimes undermined motivation- although most felt the support they had 
already received meant they were competent enough to guarantee their own success. 
 
The effect of participating on competence also extended beyond BrightHorizons. Prisoners felt 
more capable of navigating day-to-day prison life, due to having gained a more generally 
positive outlook and knowing they had somewhere pleasant to go and do something they 
enjoyed and found challenging (also facilitating autonomy) (see also Clevenger, 2014; Perrin 
and Blagden, 2014; Richmond, 2014; Frank et al., 2015). BrightHorizons protected against the 
negativities of the wider prison environment by giving prisoners a routine and keeping them 
occupied and future-focused (see also Giertsen et al., 2015). On BrightHorizons they did not 
feel like they were in prison, which gave them space to destress and recharge before returning 
to the rest of the prison (see also Stevens, 2012).  
 
Finally, competence was gained through the sense of pride and achievement prisoners took 
from BrightHorizons. Given the strict selection criteria, simply being eligible to participate 
provided a sense of accomplishment. The challenging nature of the work and having to draw 
upon a multitude of skills each day sustained this over time. Most significantly, prisoners 
delivered the workshops to the young people themselves (also facilitating autonomy). Since it 
was ‘their show’, over time they came to see themselves as experts in that role, and believed 
that the effectiveness of the intervention for young people lay within the message being 
delivered by them. For when it came to achieving BrightHorizons’ aims, being a prisoner was 
a positive rather than negative label. However, being an example to young people of how not 
to live their lives could sometimes wear thin and working with young people could remind 
those with their own children that they were not there for them, which undermined competence 
(and relatedness). 
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Second is the extent to which BrightHorizons was supportive of relatedness. SDT posits that 
intrinsic motivation will more likely flourish in contexts characterised by a sense of secure 
relatedness. Relatedness is the desire to feel connected with and significant to others, to love 
and care and be loved and cared for (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Relatedness was supported on 
BrightHorizons by caring and respectful relationships, a sense of community, and feeling 
connected to the outside world. The specific ways BrightHorizons achieved this are discussed 
below. 
 
Prisoners’ interpersonal relationships with staff enhanced relatedness. This was largely because 
staff treated prisoners like human beings and showed them respect (see also Liebling, 2004; 
Warr, 2008; Brosens et al., 2014; Clevenger, 2014; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; Perrin 
et al., 2018). Staff listened, asserted their authority legitimately, and relationships were viewed 
as reciprocal (see also Duguid, 2000; Crewe, 2011b; Liebling, 2011; McCarthy and Brunton-
Smith, 2018). BrightHorizons appeared to have achieved ‘equality in the context of complete 
inequality’ (Lloyd et al, 2017, p.13), to some extent at least, with a facilitative effect on 
prisoners’ motivation. Staff also took an authentic interest in their lives, which communicated 
care and personal investment and enabled prisoners to carry out their role feeling safe and 
secure (see also Warr, 2008; Crewe, 2011b; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014). Thus supporting the 
SDT proposition that, when perceived as authentic or genuine, positive regard and involvement 
can make the individual feel significant and safe to proceed (Ryan et al., 2011). On the other 
hand, relatedness between prisoners and staff was occasionally undermined- most commonly 
when staff had opposing views of how things should be done and insisted on doing it their way, 
which made salient the imbalance of power underling these relationships (see also Laursen and 
Laws, 2017; Lloyd et al., 2017). 
 
Linked to this, relationships with staff were particularly significant for prisoners because they 
did not receive any relatedness-support through relationships with officers. At best 
relationships with officers were described as civil and indifferent and to have no bearing on 
prisoners’ motivation, and at worst hostile and damaging to prisoners’ motivation to change 
and positive self-outlook (see also Maruna, 2001; Paternoster and Bushway, 2009; Bottoms 
and Shapland, 2011; Bullock and Bunce, 2018; McCarthy and Brunton-Smith, 2018). This 
supports recent findings that officers with little interest or belief in prisoners’ potential to 
change can undermine therapeutic endeavours (Lloyd et al., 2017). Officers can play an 
important role in prisoners’ rehabilitation (Liebling, Price and Elliott, 1999; see Lin, 2002; 
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Crewe, 2011b; Liebling, 2011; Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011; Tait, 2011; Blagden, Slade 
and Hamilton, 2014; Liebling et al., 2019), and trusting and respectful relationships between 
prisoners and staff can operate as catalysts for change (McCarthy and Brunton-Smith, 2018). 
However, the current findings are in line with those attesting to the positive relationships 
formed between programme staff and prisoners (Marshall and Serran, 2004; Maruna et al., 
2004; Shoham et al., 2006; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; McNeill et al., 2011; eg. Rowe 
and Soppitt, 2014; Davey, Day and Balfour, 2015; Blagden, Winder and Hames, 2016; Fox, 
2016) compared to often more turbulent prisoner-officer relationships (Barry, 2007; Warr, 
2008; Crewe, 2009, 2011b; Liebling, Arnold and Straub, 2011; Ministry of Justice, 2016).  
 
The sense of community created within BrightHorizons also enhanced relatedness. Due to turn-
over the composition of the team was ever-evolving. This was most often perceived as a 
motivating factor, because meeting new people with similar interests but different skills, talents 
and experiences was refreshing and inspiring. However, it could be challenging to prisoners’ 
motivation when team members they had particularly close friendships with left or 
personalities clashed. Team size was also important, as prisoners felt more enthused and 
competent to deliver the workshops when the team was at full capacity, and without a full staff 
team Event Days could not be delivered. This meant consecutive training days that prisoners 
found boring and repetitive. Arguments were perceived as inevitable yet rare and minor. They 
were managed well by staff and quickly resolved, and prisoners’ higher purpose for 
participating in BrightHorizons always reunited them. This supports previous findings that 
achieving successful dynamics in group treatment settings can be challenging, but that with 
helpful and supportive facilitators a positive atmosphere can be created in which offenders can 
motivate one another towards change (Ross, Polaschek and Ward, 2008; Marshall and Burton, 
2010; Meyer, 2011; Chovanec, 2012; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Holdsworth et al., 
2014).  
 
Relatedness was further enhanced by the openness of the programme environment. Hearing 
others’ stories inspired prisoners to achieve their own aspired changes (see also Sowards, 
O’Boyle and Weissman, 2006; Chovanec, 2012; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Nugent 
and Schinkel, 2016; Haynie et al., 2018), and inquisition from others meant they were always 
learning new things about themselves and considering alternative strategies (see also Frost and 
Connolly, 2004). This reflects a process characteristic of Scott’s (2010) ‘Reinventive 
Institution’, whereby prisoners evaluated their own progress in terms relative to one another, 
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and mutually reinforced one another’s prosocial attitudes and behaviour (see also Crewe and 
Ievins, 2019). Relationships with peers were thus also autonomy-supportive (defined in terms 
of one relational partner acknowledging the other’s perspective, providing choice, encouraging 
self-initiation, and being responsive to the other) (Deci et al., 2006). SDT research has 
demonstrated the benefits of giving as well as receiving autonomy support within peer 
relationships (Deci et al., 2006). Something which was supported by the reciprocally 
supportive relationships between prisoners on BrightHorizons, and the positive influence of 
this on motivation to participate. Previous research on (mainly prisoner-prisoner) peer-based 
initiatives has also found that working with, relating to and helping others can be empowering 
and encourage autonomy (Levenson and Farrant, 2002; Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009; 
Boothby, 2011; Edgar, Jacobson and Biggar, 2011; Perrin and Blagden, 2014, 2016; Perrin et 
al., 2018). Furthermore, SDT field studies have found that autonomy enhances openness and 
honesty in social interactions (eg. Hodgins, Koestner and Duncan, 1996). Together 
demonstrating the compatibility of autonomy and relatedness, as predicted by SDT. Being open 
with one another also facilitated friendships between BrightHorizons prisoners, which was 
meaningful because friendships were rare in prison (see also Greer, 2000; Liebling and Arnold, 
2012; van der Laan and Eichelsheim, 2013), and conducive for relatedness (see also Urdan and 
Schoenfelder, 2006). For two prisoners, however, relatedness was undermined by concerns 
around confidentiality, having opened up about their lives in confidence and believing their 
trust had been broken.  
 
Additionally, SDT posits that relatedness may be fostered by relating to a group, or to ideals 
or goals held by a group (Lyness et al., 2013; Raeburn et al., 2015). This was reflected in this 
study. BrightHorizons prisoners and staff were working towards a shared and highly-valued 
goal of diverting young people from crime. Undertaking programme activities thus provided a 
sense of shared achievement which, combined with the sense of community and reciprocity, 
increased prisoners’ sense of relatedness. Prisoners respected one another for being there for 
the ‘right’ reason, and newcomers perceived to be there for the ‘wrong’ reasons were weeded 
out (see also Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Dhaliwal and Harrower, 2009; Roy, 
Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Frank et al., 2015; Perrin, 2017). Prisoners’ perceptions that 
their team members’ intentions aligned with their own meant they felt part of a cohesive whole 
on BrightHorizons. In line with SDT research in educational contexts (eg. Urdan and 
Schoenfelder, 2006; Lyness et al., 2013; Trenshaw et al., 2016) this facilitated autonomous 
motivation and enhanced the collective productivity of team members. Linked to this, working 
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with others from outside prison allowed prisoners to be part of a wider community of people 
working together to make a positive contribution to society. Being ‘part of the solution instead 
of part of the problem’ (LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015, p. 108) further weakened the negative 
labels they had internalised as a result of imprisonment, and made them feel hopeful and 
prepared for re-joining society (see also Crank, 2018). Other researchers have highlighted 
similar benefits of prisoner contact with civilians and communities (Halsey and Harris, 2011; 
Bellamy et al., 2012; Nichols, 2016; Maggioni et al., 2018)- although see Turner (2012) for a 
different take on this.  
 
Seeing people come and go from outside also reminded prisoners there was a world beyond 
prison, and connected them to it on some level (see also Moran, 2013). Furthermore, regularly 
interacting with different people made prisoners feel more in tune with their relationships 
outside prison. They had gained skills through working with young people that helped them to 
manage relationships with their own children, been updated on what life was like for young 
people in the outside world, and were encouraged to think about their families daily (see also 
Raeburn et al., 2015). This is an important finding given that imprisonment is commonly 
associated with the breakdown of family ties and negative influences on relationships (Murray, 
2013; Weaver and Nolan, 2015; McCarthy and Adams, 2019). Feeling they have lost 
connection with the changing world around them can provoke negative beliefs in prisoners 
about future personal development, which in turn can affect the perceived usefulness of prison-
based treatment and motivation to engage with it (Vandevelde et al., 2006). 
 
Finally, BrightHorizons gave prisoners a rare and valued opportunity to signal changes they 
had made (see Toch, 2010; Bushway and Apel, 2012; Cherney and Fitzgerald, 2016a). 
BrightHorizons enabled these prisoners - who were motivated to change - to demonstrate they 
had done so. Prisoners often value opportunities to apply themselves in a more practical sense 
and help others, because prison provides little other opportunity to demonstrate positive 
behavioural changes (McMurran et al., 1998; Burrowes and Needs, 2009; McMurran and 
Ward, 2010; Bushway and Apel, 2012; Crewe and Ievins, 2019)- even being described as a 
“behavioural deep-freeze” (Zamble and Porporino, 1990, p. 62). Indeed, through 
BrightHorizons prisoners were making their families proud, making up for past mistakes, and 
receiving recognition from those who mattered most (Maruna et al., 2004)- making them feel 
closer to them. This was especially valued, given the limited opportunity prison affords for 
contact between prisoners and their families; and has important implications because 
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maintaining social ties is critical for desistance (Uggen, Wakefield and Western, 2005; Abrams, 
2012; Cid and Martí, 2012; Brunton-Smith and McCarthy, 2016; Velasquez, 2016; McCarthy 
and Adams, 2019). However, prisoners’ ability to signal change was limited and relatedness 
undermined by not being able to physically show their families their work on BrightHorizons 
(see also Toch, 2010; Perrin, 2017). Participating also signalled their efforts to make amends 
to the wider community, which prisoners were hopeful would challenge negative public 
perceptions and enhance their acceptance of them back into the community (an essential yet 
often underemphasised component of rehabilitation) (see McNeill, 2012, 2017; Edwards and 
Mottarella, 2015; Maruna, 2017). However, they worried that the lack of promotion and public 
awareness of BrightHorizons reduced its capacity to impact on widespread punitive public 
attitudes (see also Burnett and Maruna, 2006; Abad et al., 2013). As well as undermining 
relatedness, this perceived barrier undermined competence and autonomy, supporting findings 
that anticipated stigma can temper offenders’ optimism about their future outside prison (LeBel 
et al., 2008; Moore, Stuewig and Tangney, 2016).  
 
Third is the extent to which BrightHorizons was autonomy-supportive. Autonomy is having 
the opportunity to control one’s actions. It is the desire to self-organise experience and 
behaviour and have activity be concordant with one’s integrated sense of self, such that one’s 
behaviour emanates from one’s inner self, rather than being controlled by external forces (Deci 
and Ryan, 2000). In autonomy-supportive contexts, pressure to engage in specific behaviours 
is minimised, and individuals are encouraged to base their actions on their own reasons and 
values (Markland et al., 2005). Autonomy can be promoted by providing a meaningful 
rationale for undertaking the activity to facilitate alignment of the behaviour/s with the actor’s 
values, acknowledging their perspective and feelings, allowing them some choice regarding 
the activity, avoiding judgement, and encouraging personal responsibility (Deci et al., 1994; 
Williams et al., 2002; Lyness et al., 2013; Silva, Marques and Teixeira, 2014). Prisoners are 
often treated in stigmatising and coercive ways that work against their expression of autonomy 
(Toch, 1993, 1997). In contrast, BrightHorizons provided a safe environment that prisoners 
had volunteered to enter, within which prisoners experienced their rehabilitation as (at least 
partly) autonomous choices made achievable through a combination of their own motivation, 
and support and assistance from peers and programme staff and structures. Thus, the autonomy-
supportive environment of BrightHorizons motivated a natural process of change that stemmed 
from participants’ own decisions to change and make amends. It did so in several ways that are 
outlined below. 
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Staff allowed prisoners to work at their own pace and provided individualised support for their 
needs and abilities (see also Stewart and Millson, 1995; Hubbard, 2007; Serin, 2007; O’Brien 
and Daffern, 2017). Failure to cater to different abilities has been linked to programme non-
completion (Strauss and Falkin, 2000; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007). Staff also exercised 
flexibility, by supporting and encouraging prisoners with whatever goals they identified as 
important, within and beyond BrightHorizons. This meant prisoners felt somewhat in control 
of their own development. Previous literature has attested to the importance of perceived 
ownership over their rehabilitation when it comes to prisoners’ motivation (Sellen et al., 2006; 
McMurran et al., 2008; Day et al., 2010; McMurran and Ward, 2010; Stevens, 2012). Being 
able to pursue other opportunities when they arose was particularly important for those who 
had been at BrightHorizons for a while and needed a break to do something different, and those 
who had multiple goals they were keen to work towards before being released (see also Sellen 
et al., 2006, 2009; McMurran and McCulloch, 2007; McMurran et al., 2008; Campbell, Sellen 
and McMurran, 2010). This finding supports previous research that has emphasised the 
importance of addressing individuals' needs and concerns throughout programmes to maintain 
engagement and prevent drop-out (Strauss and Falkin, 2000; McMurran and Ward, 2010).  
 
Autonomy was also supported via prisoners having input into the delivery of BrightHorizons 
(see also McKinney and Cotronea, 2011). However, these narratives were contradictory. 
Sometimes the ‘prisoner-led’ aspect of BrightHorizons was more illusion than reality. Whilst 
prisoners were regularly asked their opinion and their suggestions were sometimes taken on 
board, final decisions were down to staff. Most of the time, prisoners were provided with a 
rationale behind decisions and this was communicated to them respectfully, which limited the 
negative impact on their autonomy (see also Lyness et al., 2013). However, prisoners’ 
behaviour was controlled by the programme rules and manual (see also Strauss and Falkin, 
2000). Many had found subtle ways of asserting their autonomy within these boundaries- 
reflective of creative ‘making do’, whereby prisoners create opportunities for themselves 
within constrained environments and do whatever they can to exert some limited control over 
their immediate circumstances (Rowe, 2016). Male prisoners were more likely to express 
frustration and resentment that their input was restricted then female prisoners. This gender 
difference might be to do with the especially close bond that female prisoners described having 
with BrightHorizons staff. This may have meant that staff allowed female prisoners more of an 
input than male prisoners and/or female prisoners may have been more respectful of the 
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boundaries imposed by staff due to their stronger sense of relatedness. Female prisoners’ 
perceived need for autonomy satisfaction may also have been lower than male prisoners’ as a 
result of differing life experiences before coming to prison (see section 2.5.3)- for example 
some women referred to having been in abusive and/or controlling relationships prior to 
coming to prison, thus they may have been more used to living with restricted autonomy. Male 
prisoners primarily spoke of how having to adhere to the programme manual and rules made 
them feel they could not be completely honest with young people. As well as undermining 
autonomy this undermined competence, because they felt it reduced their credibility and 
relatability.  
 
Prisoners’ sense of autonomy and motivation nonetheless endured- for both male and female 
prisoners. Disagreement with rules could impinge on motivation on a day-to-day basis, but did 
not outweigh the generally positive experience of BrightHorizons, because they all endorsed 
the underlying philosophy of diverting young people from prison. Having some autonomy was 
better than none, and even limited autonomy-support maintained motivation. This could have 
been because these prisoners were in a state of liminality (see Jewkes, 2005; Healy, 2014; 
Green, 2016; Johns, 2018)- somewhere between the person they used to be and the person they 
were motivated to become. Within BrightHorizons, they were in a liminal state of ‘not feeling 
like you are in prison’ but not being free, existing in a kind of in-between transformative space 
designed to rehabilitate them into “good” citizens (Slater and Coyle, 2017, p. 11) (see also 
Turner, 2012). These prisoners had decided to respond to their circumstances by reclaiming 
their autonomy as best they could via making positive changes. Hence they may have been 
attuned to even minor movements in the desired direction, such as being invited to voice their 
opinions.  
 
Finally, participating in BrightHorizons encouraged and reinforced therapeutic change. It also 
enabled them to put any internal self-changes they were exploring into practice. Together this 
increased prisoners’ sense of autonomy by bringing their values and behaviours into coherence 
(Deci and Ryan, 1987; Ryan and Deci, 2006; Ryan et al., 2011). Depending on the extent to 
which prisoners had internalised the commitment to personal reform before joining 
BrightHorizons, participating either encouraged or reinforced the change process (see also 
Millward and Senker, 2012). For those for whom it encouraged change, participating had 
allowed them to work towards intermediate therapeutic goals they had identified before joining, 
and confirmed that past behaviours were incompatible with the kind of person they were 
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becoming. For those for whom it reinforced change, they had benefitted therapeutically in 
unanticipated ways, and built on changes they had already made. Either way, participating 
increased these prisoners’ commitment to change and shored up their stated intentions to leave 
the criminal lifestyle behind them. They appeared to have rejected problem labels and re-
authored their self-narratives; bringing them into coherence with their new goals and the person 
they were working towards being (see also Lee, Uken and Sebold, 2007; Crewe and Ievins, 
2019). 
 
Therapeutic change was mainly a result of engaging in ongoing and critical self-reflection, and 
reflecting from nuanced and multiple perspectives as a result of sharing their testimonies and 
working with young people. Seeing positive changes in themselves reinforced motivation to 
participate to keep building upon them. This reflects findings from research into prisoners’ 
experiences of TC that sharing experiences and working through problems with others can 
maintain motivation to change (Greenall, 2004; Bennett and Shuker, 2010; Dolan, 2017; 
Kreager et al., 2018; Ross and Auty, 2018). It also supports findings that generative activity 
can sustain motivation to change by providing opportunities that are empowering and 
therapeutic, and involve building reciprocal relationships and learning to trust and empathise 
with others (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004; Kavanagh and Borrill, 2013; Sapouna et al., 
2015). However, there were also downsides to self-reflection. Specifically, constantly 
reflecting on the past and grappling with ‘what ifs’ was emotionally demanding; engaging in 
therapeutic work in such an environment could be experienced as vulnerable; and some felt 
they were underpaid considering such high demands. This could lead to exhaustion and 
threaten motivation. Therapeutic change was also attributed to BrightHorizons being more 
therapeutic than other programmes, because it was longer-term, non-compulsory, and of a more 
individualised and applied nature than other programmes they had participated in (see also 
Stevens, 2013; Fox, 2016). Additionally, participating made prisoners feel better about 
themselves by allowing them to give back, enabling them to rebuild self-esteem that 
imprisonment had taken away, and reinforcing positive self-identities. Finally, continually 
giving back by helping young people encouraged therapeutic change – thus prisoners perceived 
that participating in BrightHorizons had mutual benefits for themselves and young people – 
which facilitated the internalisation and integration of giving back (see section 9.4.3). 
 
Taken together, these findings support previous SDT research in other domains that has found 
that BPNs can be facilitated via supportive techniques of demonstrating respect and caring, 
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creating an inclusive environment, providing optimal challenge and positive performance 
feedback, and the provision of choice, a meaningful rationale and acknowledgement of feelings 
and perspectives (Deci et al., 1994). Whilst need fulfilment can be thwarted and motivation 
undermined by criticism, excessive challenge, negative performance feedback, and imposed 
goals and external controls. This suggests that SDT concepts are applicable to prison-based 
activities. Utilising SDT could enhance interventions via an explicit focus on fulfilling 
prisoners’ needs for competence, relatedness and autonomy, and actively mitigating the factors 
that undermine this process.  
 
Figure 3 shows the ways in which participating in BrightHorizons influenced BPNs and the 
internalisation process. 
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Facilitated by 
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Figure 3: Influence of BPNs on motivation to 
participate over time 
RELATEDNESS 
Facilitated by 
 Relationships with staff 
respectful and authentic 
 Safe environment 
 Community/team spirit with 
shared goals 
 Peer interactions/friendship 
 Connection to the outside 
world 
 Signal change to others 
Undermined by 
 Relationships with officers 
 Confidentiality concerns 
 Cannot show family 
 Anticipated stigma on release 
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9.4.3 Internalisation of motivation and impact of external motivators 
 
SDT predicts that fulfilment of BPNs facilitates internalisation (whereby a behaviour becomes 
assimilated with one's core sense of self) and intrinsic motivation (Deci et al., 1994). This was 
reflected to some extent in the current study. The internalisation of extrinsic motivation was 
most evident from the development and endurance of prisoners’ motivation to give back (an 
intrinsic motive) over time. However, external factors also influenced motivation to participate 
over time. Thus, prolonged participation in BrightHorizons appeared to be both increasingly 
autonomous, yet also controlled (see also Ratelle et al., 2007; Guay, Ratelle and Chanal, 2008; 
Vallerand, Pelletier and Koestner, 2008; Ryan et al., 2011; Barr, 2016; Smith, 2016).   
 
Prisoners had all begun to internalise BrightHorizons’ aims of rehabilitation and giving back 
before joining BrightHorizons, to differing degrees. For those who had provided primarily 
external motives for joining, these had become less important for motivating participation over 
time. Whilst not all of them had let go of them entirely, they had become genuinely interested 
in helping young people and more committed to being a better person in future, and less 
preoccupied with the separable personal benefits of participating (see also Clarke, Simmonds 
and Wydall, 2004; Roy, Châteauvert and Richard, 2013; Nichols, 2016). This finding supports 
the SDT philosophy that external motivation can develop over time, if participation in 
treatment is perceived as congruent with personal goals or values (Ryan and Deci, 2000a). For 
those who had internalised BrightHorizons’ aims further before joining, the opportunity to 
pursue them was perceived as relevant and readily accepted, and this motivation was reinforced 
over time (see also McMurran et al., 2008; Gideon, 2010; Groshkova, 2010). 
 
However, regardless of any initial differences in the quality of motivation, external motives 
also influenced participation over time for some prisoners (alongside more well-internalised 
ones). Namely via the enduring yet tapered influence of initial extrinsic motives (eg. improving 
chances of release and there being nothing better to do in the prison), and unanticipated external 
perks discovered over time (eg. the pleasant programme environment and receiving help for 
administrative issues). Despite participation having become more internally regulated over 
time, prisoners were also taking part to continue avoiding the negative consequences of not 
participating and/or to gain rewards of participating (see also Strauss and Falkin, 2000; 
Covington and Mueller, 2001; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014). Prisoners’ were also paid to 
participate in BrightHorizons. Monetary incentives are a tangible external reward that SDT 
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posits undermines intrinsic motivation (Deci, Koestner and Ryan, 1999). Research on 
volunteering has found that monetary incentives can decrease intrinsic motivation, because the 
individual no longer perceives that their actions are motivated by altruism (Batson et al., 1978; 
Kunda and Schwartz, 1983; Sobus, 1995). However, BrightHorizons was a paid job and an 
opportunity to give back, thus not technically voluntary. SDT research on workplace 
motivation has found that pay can maintain or even enhance autonomous motivation if it is 
perceived helpful for achieving personal goals (Gagné and Deci, 2005; Gerhart and Fang, 
2015). BrightHorizons was evidently not a normal workplace, however, this principle may have 
applied in this context. Money is often a concern for prisoners as the capacity to earn money 
in prison is limited, therefore BrightHorizons being a paid position likely influenced motivation 
to participate for prisoners in the current study (see also Perrin, 2017). However, prisoners 
largely expressed that pay was irrelevant to their motivation to participate - neither 
undermining nor enhancing it. Accounts emphasised that they could undertake easier, less 
emotionally-demanding prison jobs for the same pay, yet chose to remain at BrightHorizons- 
and some prisoners were participating part-time unpaid. This suggests that participation was 
not externally controlled by financial incentives, rather, prisoners were there because they 
wanted to be- indicative of intrinsic motivation (see also Batchelder and Pippert, 2002). 
 
Motivation to continue participating appeared to be most strongly influenced by the perceived 
mutual benefits to both prisoners and young people. The two motivators of undergoing 
therapeutic change and giving back were mutually reinforcing. Prisoners emphasised that the 
reason they were there was to give back, and that the therapeutic changes they were 
experiencing over time on BrightHorizons helped them to continue achieving this. At the same 
time, helping young people encouraged therapeutic change. This finding supports the 
suggestion that the internalisation of generative motivations through social interactions is the 
process of ‘rehabilitation’ beginning to happen (Maruna, LeBel and Lanier, 2004). Prisoners 
had come to experience the change process as challenging yet interesting, and hence become 
somewhat intrinsically motivated to engage in self-exploration (see also Carter, 2011; Ryan et 
al., 2011). That giving back had become an internally regulated behaviour was further 
demonstrated through examples prisoners provided of having applied pro-social and generative 
behaviours learned on BrightHorizons outside of the programme, of their own accord. As well 
as through prisoners’ intentions to desist from crime and continue working with young people 
and/or giving back post-release. Participating had rendered such goals attainable. Such hope is 
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important for maintaining self-belief under adverse circumstances, and maintaining motivation 
to change (McNeill, 2006; LeBel et al., 2008; Marsh, 2011).  
 
Taken together, prisoners became more autonomously regulated overall, but external motives 
also influenced participation- perhaps inevitably, given the prison context. This did not damage 
motivation to participate. It appeared to be the presence of internalised forms of motivation, 
rather than the absence of external motivation, that was important for sustaining motivation 
over time (see also Stukas, Snyder and Clary, 1999). This interpretation is supported by 
findings from another doctoral study that utilised SDT to measure offenders’ motivation for 
drug treatment (Baker, 2010), which found that court-coerced clients who graduated from 
treatment had higher levels of internalised motivation than those who dropped out, but not 
significantly different levels of external motivation. It also supports SDT studies into education 
and alcohol treatment which have found that combined autonomous and controlled regulation 
can actually be conducive for behavioural persistence (Ryan, Plant and O’Malley, 1995; 
Lepper, Corpus and Iyengar, 2005; Ratelle et al., 2007; Litalien, Guay and Morin, 2015). This 
also support Lin’s (2002) contention that for prisoners, deprived of their normal liberties, short-
term motives are to be expected, and can complement long-term motives (see also McMurran 
and Ward, 2004; Casey, Day and Howells, 2005; Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Campbell, 2009; 
Costelloe and Langelid, 2011; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; Schinkel, 2015a; Brosens 
et al., 2016). Furthermore, previous studies have found that even prisoners coerced into 
treatment can be internally motivated to participate (Terry and Mitchell, 2001; Hiller et al., 
2002; Day, Tucker and Howells, 2004; McSweeney et al., 2006; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 
2006; Robinson and Crowe, 2009; Rowe and Soppitt, 2014).  
 
To answer the third aim then, SDT provides a coherent and comprehensive theoretical 
framework through which to qualitatively explore prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
programmes. The distinction between extrinsic and intrinsic motivation is useful for 
determining programme- and prison-related motivators, and the further distinction between 
various forms of extrinsic motivation and the concept of internalisation can aid understanding 
of the relationship between intrinsic and extrinsic motivation. SDT argues that the more 
autonomous the motivation, the higher quality and more “authentic” it is compared to merely 
being externally controlled, meaning people will have more “interest, excitement, and 
confidence” for the action in question, which in turn leads to “enhanced performance, 
persistence, and creativity” (Ryan and Deci, 2000b, p. 69). Prisoners’ accounts indicated 
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involvement, commitment and initiative with regards to their participation in BrightHorizons. 
They enjoyed and felt confident undertaking their role and had all been participating for a 
considerable period of time whilst retaining enthusiasm and imagination. This suggests 
participation was at least relatively autonomously regulated. Furthermore, fluctuations in the 
overall quality of motivation could be understood in terms of supports and barriers for 
fulfilment of BPNs for competence, relatedness and autonomy.  
 
To summarise, SDT has the potential to significantly contribute to our understanding of 
motivation to participate in prison-based programmes for several reasons. Namely, it 
distinguishes between the different types of motivation that can have a distinct impact on the 
maintenance and integration of rehabilitative activities. It makes clear suggestions of the 
environmental conditions that will impede or facilitate motivation to participate. It outlines 
various consequences that are associated with different types of motivation, and addresses the 
issue of internalisation- whereby attitudinal and behavioural changes that were initially 
reinforced by external sources become integrated into the individual’s sense of self. Applying 
SDT to prison-based rehabilitation allows for identification of initial motives behind 
participation decisions, and insight into how interventions can more effectively encourage 
and/or maintain internalised forms of motivation. A handful of studies in the criminal justice 
field have similarly found that participation and engagement in programmes can be explained 
by the type of motivation and extent to which the behaviour is self-determined- although not 
all explicitly applied SDT (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Vierling, Standage and 
Treasure, 2007; Millward and Senker, 2012; Stevens, 2013).  
 
Figure 4 is a visual representation of prisoners’ motivation to participate in BrightHorizons 
over time along the SDT continuum. 
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Figure 4: Motivation to participate over time along the self-determination continuum
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9.5 Potential for SDT to inform rehabilitative practice 
 
Five main implications of applying SDT in the prison context have been identified. Firstly, 
there may be more of a place for well-internalised extrinsic motivation than for intrinsic 
motivation. This is because activities that are inherently interesting are rare in prison, and the 
external control of imprisonment itself provides an irremovable barrier to intrinsic regulation 
of behaviour (see also Pelletier et al., 1998; Koestner and Losier, 2002; Birgden, 2004). Whilst 
the current study has demonstrated that prisoners can take some enjoyment from activities 
undertaken in prison, and some behaviours may be closer to intrinsically motivated than others, 
it is unlikely that they would be enacting the same behaviours given the choice afforded beyond 
the confines of the prison. SDT posits that intrinsic motivation is a better predictor of 
behaviours that are interesting and enjoyable in their own right, whilst identified/integrated 
regulation will be more effective in predicting persistence with activities that require some 
discipline and concerted effort (Gagné and Deci, 2005). Thus, it is a worthwhile aim to facilitate 
more internalised forms of extrinsic motivation- which are more likely to lead to behavioural 
persistence when the external control of imprisonment is removed. SDT research has shown 
that there is considerable overlap between the social-contextual factors that maintain intrinsic 
motivation and those that encourage the internalisation of extrinsic motivation (Gagné and 
Deci, 2005). However, two important differences are that structures, limits and contingencies 
are essential for internalisation (because these are what become internalised) and endorsement 
of behaviours by significant others is particularly important for facilitating internalisation. In 
the prison then, rewards and other extrinsic contingencies may be a necessary foundation for 
the internalisation of motivation to participate in rehabilitative activities and positive verbal 
feedback and relational support may be particularly motivating (see also point three below).  
  
Secondly, and building upon this first point, several extrinsic perks influenced participation 
both initially and over time in the current study. Such perks could be considered external 
rewards, because they were not the intended aim of BrightHorizons. SDT posits that external 
rewards undermine intrinsic motivation- which has raised concerns around how intrinsic and 
extrinsic motivation can work together positively (Deci, Koestner and Ryan, 1999; Deci and 
Ryan, 2000, 2008a). However, studies of reward effects on intrinsic motivation have been 
carried out under the dichotomous conceptualisation of intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation, 
with little examination of reward effects on the internalisation of extrinsic motivation (Gagné 
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and Deci, 2005). Prisoners in the current study appeared to be motivated to participate out of 
both enjoyment, interest and importance (intrinsic and integrated/identified autonomously-
regulated extrinsic motivation), at the same time as appreciating the external perks (external 
and introjected controlled extrinsic motivation). This suggests that rewards may not have the 
same negative effects on well-internalised extrinsic motivation in the prison that they have been 
found to have on intrinsic motivation in other contexts. This finding could simply reflect that, 
because these prisoners had identified and/or integrated the aims of BrightHorizons (taken in 
or assimilated them into their own self), they were autonomously regulated overall. It could 
also be explained by findings from SDT research that under certain exceptional conditions 
external events are less likely to undermine intrinsic motivation- namely, when they are not 
experienced as controlling (Vredenburgh, McLeod and Nebeker, 1999; Deci and Ryan, 2008a). 
For example, when rewards are given independent of specific task engagement, when they are 
not anticipated, or when they are contingent upon high-quality performance and the 
interpersonal context is supportive (although in this last example positive feedback comparable 
to that conveyed by tangible rewards was more conducive for intrinsic motivation) (Ryan, 
Mims and Koestner, 1983; Deci, Koestner and Ryan, 1999; Cameron, Banko and Pierce, 2001; 
Vansteenkiste, Niemiec and Soenens, 2010). Thus, the fact that prisoners’ participation in 
BrightHorizons had no bearing on their release, and other external perks were unanticipated 
benefits rather than reasons for being there, likely means these aspects were not experienced 
as externally controlling. It is also possible that prisoners fell back on extrinsic, compensatory 
motives when more internalised forms of motivation were not supported by the environment 
(see Deci and Ryan, 2000). That is, when fulfilment of BPNs was thwarted due to aspects of 
the prison and/or programme context, the external perks of participating may have 
compensated for this and maintained motivation.  
 
There could also be explanations specifically related to the prison context. For prisoners, 
external perks may be experienced as need-fulfilling if they mean gaining things they would 
have had easier access to outside prison. When autonomy is restricted to the extent that one 
cannot freely access basic amenities, participating in activities to gain them may be a way of 
exercising autonomy itself. Autonomy may have taken on a different meaning to prisoners than 
it would have had prior to incarceration, and has for those living freely in the outside world 
(Bunce, 2018). Furthermore, the IEP system- now an established part of the prison regime in 
England- may have meant prisoners were accustomed to positive behaviours being coerced by 
the attainment of rewards and continual threat of losing them (see also Gendreau et al., 2014; 
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Giertsen et al., 2015). Thus, it may be more likely that prisoners can experience activities as 
intrinsically enjoyable at the same time as feeling controlled whilst enacting them than would 
be predicted within non-incarcerated populations. The overall implication being that providing 
enjoyable activities in prison is not a fruitless venture because it can facilitate the internalisation 
of motivation to participate from external to relatively more autonomous; and providing 
rewards/incentives may be beneficial, provided they are administered under autonomy-
supportive circumstances25. Indeed, strengths-based programmes generally do not consider 
incentives to be a threat to authentic motivation, but a legitimate method for encouraging 
prisoners to give programmes a chance and continually reinforcing pro-social behaviour (Lin, 
2002) (although see also Prendergast et al., 2015). 
 
Thirdly, the current findings suggest relatedness may be particularly important for motivating 
behaviour in the prison context (see also Welsh and McGrain, 2008; Trenshaw et al., 2016). 
The development of meaningful relationships in prison is difficult to achieve (Rowe and 
Soppitt, 2014; Fox, 2016; Lloyd et al., 2017)- partly due to being in an environment wherein 
personal agency is limited, the role of authority is constant, and access to friends and families 
is monitored (Lafferty et al., 2015). For prisoners on BrightHorizons, the atmosphere of mutual 
respect and sense of community created, even under such unlikely conditions, appeared to have 
facilitated dialogue between staff and prisoners and prisoners and their peers that was 
supportive of relatedness, and the transformations they were undergoing (see also Duguid, 
2000; Rose, 2004). Relatedness was further facilitated by feelings of connection to the outside 
world- both felt and physical. Relatedness has attracted less attention than the other needs 
(Vallerand, Pelletier and Koestner, 2008; Moller, Deci and Elliot, 2010), and relational 
supports are theorised to have a more distal influence on motivation than competence and 
autonomy (Deci and Ryan, 2000). Yet, the current findings suggest relatedness played a key 
role in motivational processes for prisoners undertaking rehabilitation programmes. Thus, 
particular attention should be paid to this need in the prison context. 
 
Fourthly, introjected regulation may be necessary for prisoners’ broader motivation to change. 
SDT would posit that participating to prove their change to others would be an example of 
introjected regulation, because prisoners were participating to please others, rather than out of 
                                                          
25 Something that has already begun to influence prison policy- see 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/816271/incent
ives-policy-framework.pdf 
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personal enjoyment and/or interest in BrightHorizons itself. Similarly, participating to feel 
better about themselves would be considered introjected regulation, because prisoners were 
motivated to avoid guilt or to feel worthy (Gagné and Deci, 2005). However, introjected 
regulations may not indicate poor motivation for prisoners- who have a lot to prove to both 
themselves and others, given the deleterious effects of imprisonment on self-esteem and the 
stigma they face (Toch, 2000; Edgar, Aresti and Cornish, 2012). Prisoners’ recognition of this, 
and participation in programmes to address it, demonstrates a degree of personal investment in 
change and understanding of the behaviours required to achieve this. Furthermore, feeling 
better about themselves was not a dominant initial motivation for participating, but something 
they came to appreciate with time. In turn, having their attempts to change validated by others 
appeared to increase how competent, related and autonomous prisoners felt when enacting 
prosocial behaviours on BrightHorizons. Indeed, it was partly through having their goodness 
of character reflected back to them that prisoners came to internalise giving back for its own 
sake (see also Maruna et al., 2004). This highlights the difficulty of disentangling 
autonomously motivated altruistic behaviour from that of helping others for reasons of 
impression management (see also Weinstein and Ryan, 2010; Pavey, Greitemeyer and Sparks, 
2012). The current findings suggest that such self-benefit can be a consequence of 
autonomously motivated helping initiating from genuine concern for others’ well-being, and 
that this does not necessarily undermine motivation to continue enacting prosocial behaviours. 
Echoing the importance of social ties for post-release desistance (Meisenhelder, 1977; 
Sampson and Laub, 1990; Laub and Sampson, 2001; Awenat et al., 2018), positive appraisals 
from others meant prisoners felt like worthy members of a prosocial community, which 
strengthened their motivation to give back. Participating thus supported the process of ‘tertiary 
desistance’- a shift in one’s sense of belonging to a (moral) community - which McNeill (2014) 
argues is important because “long-term change depends not only on how one sees oneself, but 
on how one is seen by others, and how one sees ones place in society.” (see also Deci et al., 
2006).  
 
Finally, it is possible that the facilitation of self-determination may not be as adaptive for 
prisoners as it is for non-incarcerated people and could even have unanticipated negative 
outcomes for prisoners upon release. Whilst building self-determination in prison might 
ostensibly be a good idea, it could lead to unrealistic optimism regarding the chances of 
maintaining positive changes post-release (Hartfree, Dearden and Pound, 2008)- due to the 
vastly different social contexts of the prison and the outside world. Fulfilment of BPNs is 
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theorised to depend not only on individuals’ own competencies but by the ambient demands, 
obstacles and affordances in their sociocultural contexts (Ryan and Deci, 2000b). The current 
findings suggest that it is possible to instil a sense of competency, relatedness and autonomy - 
to some extent at least - even under the constraints of imprisonment. However, creating need-
supportive spaces within the artificial environment of the prison - within which many people 
and activities (although notably not all) are explicitly geared towards encouraging positive 
change in prisoners - may be of limited use once they are released. Prisoners in the current 
study were motivated to turn their lives around, but society has a role in ensuring the 
maintenance of such motivation when prisoners are returned to the community (MacPherson, 
2017). Whilst penal policymakers and practitioners have never lost faith in the reformative 
potential of prison, this has often existed against a backdrop of more punitive attitudes held by 
the media, public, and politicians (Harper and Chitty, 2005; McNeill and Schinkel, 2017).  
 
Thus, encouraging prisoners to build high expectations before sending them out into a world 
that likely will not have the same faith in them could give them further to fall and make the 
consequences more damaging (Dhami et al., 2006; Nugent and Schinkel, 2016; Crewe and 
Ievins, 2019). As Lin (2002, p. 141) has argued, determination and willpower can be “closer 
to an incantation than an aid to reform.” Many prisoners in the current study had integrated 
the behaviour of giving back to society and/or come to take genuine interest and enjoyment 
from working with young people, and expressed firm intentions to continue such activities in 
the future. This was presented as evidence of the process of internalisation and successful 
motivational enhancement achieved by BrightHorizons. However, opportunities for prisoners 
to be engaged in similar work outside of prison are rare- particularly, the likelihood of ex-
prisoners being able to work with young people is extremely low (see also Turner, 2012). 
Therefore, anticipating potential challenges, highlighting avenues of external support and 
exploring secondary options - not generally emphasised within SDT - may be particularly 
important for this disadvantaged population, for whom multiple structural, social and legal 
forces constantly threaten internal desires and propensities (McNeill, 2012, 2018; Nichols, 
2016; Maruna, 2017). Through-the-gate support for prisoners thus needs to be improved, so 
that there is a better chance that any good intentions and autonomous motivation facilitated 
during imprisonment can weather post-release challenges (see also Wilson and Davis, 2006; 
Graffam, Shinkfield and Lavelle, 2014; Hart, 2017; Shoham et al., 2017).   
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9.6 Implications 
  
Ten implications of the current findings for the operation of prison-based programmes (with 
regards to motivating prisoners) have been identified and are discussed in turn. 
 
Firstly, programmes must appeal to prisoners’ short-term and long-term goals and run for long 
enough for initially extrinsic motives to become internalised. The findings support those from 
previous SDT research into a range of maladaptive behaviours (Ryan, Plant and O’Malley, 
1995; Williams et al., 2002; Simoneau and Bergeron, 2003; Zeldman, Ryan and Fiscella, 
2004), and research with prisoners (De Leon et al., 2000; Melnick et al., 2001; Rosen et al., 
2004; Olver, Stockdale and Wormith, 2011; Meyer et al., 2014) regarding the importance of 
internal motivation for treatment engagement, completion and outcomes. However, motivating 
prisoners can be particularly challenging, especially if they cannot see the benefits that 
participating can bring (Whiteacre, 2007; O’Brien, 2010; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 
2016). Findings from this study suggest that identifying with the long-term value of 
participating in programmes can facilitate motivation to participate over time. However, 
shorter-term, prison-centred needs also need to be satisfied. As already mentioned, given the 
limitations of the prison environment for fulfilling needs for competence, relatedness and 
autonomy and thus appealing to prisoners’ interest and enjoyment, external incentives are 
likely to be needed. However, whilst promoting participation via external rewards and 
punishments might maintain prisoners’ physical presence in programmes, this alone is unlikely 
to lead to the internalisation of rehabilitative values and prosocial behaviours evidenced in the 
current study. Programme activities must also align with prisoners’ long-term goals. It can take 
time for initial goals and aspirations to be adjusted in line with the rehabilitative aims of 
programmes, thus they need to be of sufficient length to encourage motivation of this quality 
to develop (see also Wilson and Davis, 2006; Day and Doyle, 2010).  
 
Secondly, a better variety of opportunities need to be made available to prisoners throughout 
their sentence. This would allow them to experiment with different behaviours and activities 
and find something that makes sense to them and, ultimately, gives them a reason to want to 
desist from crime (Wilson, Gallagher and MacKenzie, 2000; Ward and Maruna, 2007; 
Porporino, 2010; Polaschek, 2012). SDT research into psychotherapy has found that people 
can be motivated to engage in change activities, even if they do no not value the specific activity 
undertaken for itself (Carter, 2011). Thus, participation in specific prison-based programmes 
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(eg. education, trade, therapy, exercise, mentoring) may not directly enhance prisoners’ 
motivation to pursue that particular activity, but it may motivate them to seek out other 
activities that fit better with their values and preferences. Indeed, not all prisoners in the current 
study internalised the specific act of helping young people (although many did), but they all 
internalised broader motivation to make amends and move away from crime and expressed 
interest in participating in other activities that could help them achieve this.  
 
Thirdly, prisoners whose motivation is deemed insincere or low should not necessarily be 
denied opportunities, because the current findings suggest that participating in activities can 
itself facilitate genuine motivation to change (see also Ryan and Deci, 2000a; Lin, 2002; 
Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Manger et al., 2010; and see also Ramshaw and 
Cosgrove, 2019). It appeared that the voluntary, innovative and mutually beneficial nature of 
BrightHorizons facilitated internalisation in those cases. Particularly, being able to help young 
people facilitated motivation towards prosocial behaviour. Thus, more opportunities are needed 
for prisoners to participate in meaningful programmes wherein staff are willing to work with 
extrinsic motivation and activities are likely to foster internalisation. For BrightHorizons and 
other initiatives like it (wherein prisoners are responsible for others’ welfare), offering 
participation to questionably motivated prisoners may be less feasible, because risk of harm is 
understandably of heightened concern. However, treating motivation as a prerequisite for such 
opportunities means those who could experience the most significant motivational gains never 
get the chance (Ryan et al., 2011; Turner, 2012). It is thus recommended that motivation be 
considered a responsivity factor that signals possible challenges for programme delivery and a 
need for adaptation and ongoing monitoring, rather than an exclusionary criterion (see also 
Polaschek, 2009; Polaschek and Ross, 2010). Indeed, strengths-based programmes often 
welcome prisoners to participate, even if their reasons for doing so are ambivalent, and based 
upon several different motivations rather than the clear-cut determination to change their life 
(Lin, 2002). 
 
Fourth, even highly motivated prisoners can benefit from rehabilitative interventions. 
Specifically, for those serving long sentences who are motivated to change and have 
undertaken a significant amount of rehabilitative activity, voluntary opportunities to engage in 
generative work with reach beyond the prison walls can sustain motivation. The strengths-
based philosophy recognises that even the most resilient individuals recovering from a 
shameful past need considerable support with developing their pro-social inclinations in order 
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to restore feelings of belonging, mastery, independence and generosity (Burnett and Maruna, 
2006). Thus, to sustain motivation programmes must provide prisoners with the time, space 
and guidance to navigate this process. Programmes are needed which don’t necessarily aim to 
directly change offenders, but instead help them to explore their options and the possibilities 
of their future (Porporino, 2010). Prisoners thus need more opportunities to become 
involved in activities like peer initiatives, community support programmes, active 
citizenship roles and creative activities- which can be aided by increased partnership 
working with third sector agencies (Gojkovic, Meek and Mills, 2010, 2011; Clinks, 2016, 
2018; Perrin, 2017).  
 
Fifth, flexibility is important for prisoners’ commitment to programmes and positive change, 
because rehabilitation means different things to different people (Stewart and Picheca, 2001). 
Flexibility should be built into programmes so that individuals can experiment with various 
behaviours and refine those which align with their own ideas and roles until they become 
autonomously regulated (Braggins and Talbot, 2003; Ward, Melser and Yates, 2007; 
Polaschek, 2011). Prisoners’ motivation to participate in programmes and broader motivation 
to desist is made up of more specific motivations to undertake behaviours associated with this 
end-goal (e.g. securing accommodation, getting a job, rebuilding relationships or overcoming 
drug or alcohol addictions). Some combination of job training, work opportunity, family 
support, and substance-abuse counselling may be needed for prisoners to face multiple post-
release barriers (Uggen, Wakefield and Western, 2005). Thus, interventions must be holistic 
(Ryan and Deci, 2000b). BrightHorizons largely achieved this, because it provided vocational 
training, a rehabilitation programme and an opportunity to give back simultaneously.  
 
Sixth, strict adherence to the BrightHorizons manual stifled flexibility and creativity and 
undermined perceived autonomy. Future programmes should bear this in mind. Manuals may 
be necessary (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; Mann, 2009; Maguire et al., 2010), but 
can also be detrimental to motivation (Ward, 2002; Wormith and Olver, 2002; Fox, 2016). The 
current findings suggest that capturing prisoners’ imagination and enthusiasm and encouraging 
meaningful change during imprisonment requires more creative and innovative approaches to 
rehabilitation than is currently provided via OBPs (eg. Goodman, 2012; Jacobson and Fair, 
2017; Preston, 2018).  
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Seventh, efforts to enhance prisoners’ motivation must extend beyond programmes in order to 
maintain motivation to change when targeted activities are unavailable (see also McMahon, 
1997)- particularly for prisoners on long sentences. This could be aided by the everyday 
application of SDT to multiple aspects of prison life, thus attending to the broader social and 
emotional environments in which interventions are delivered (see also Day and Doyle, 2010; 
Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016). Indeed, SDT concepts lend themselves to clearly 
articulated, intuitive and practically applicable techniques (Joiner et al., 2006; Lyness et al., 
2013). For example by building positive relationships between prisoners and prison staff, 
enhancing prisoner’s contact with their families; and giving prisoners some choice with regards 
to how they spend their time (including opportunities to have an impact on the outside world) 
throughout their sentence; and easier access to basic amenities. Barriers and incentives to 
motivation to participate in programmes within the wider prison environment must also be 
taken into consideration, such as institutional support for rehabilitation, policies such as IEP, 
and the moral performance and legitimacy of the prison (Liebling, 2008; Prison Reform Trust, 
2014, no date; Khan, 2016). Without doing so, the motivational effect of programme 
participation can be undermined. Prisoners in the current study were highly motivated to 
change. BrightHorizons had created a community outside the confines of the prison regime that 
enabled them to behave more autonomously than anywhere else in the prison. However, there 
was little support for their newfound autonomy outside of the programme. Over-regulating 
prisoners’ behaviour has been associated with difficulties in being self-motivated once released 
(Haney, 2002; Marlow and Chesla, 2009; Liebling, 2012; Denney, Tewksbury and Jones, 2014; 
Crewe and Ievins, 2019). Thus, it is important that prisoners’ autonomy is more widely 
respected in order to maintain and/or enhance the motivating effect of receiving autonomy-
support within programmes.  
Eighth, there are implications for the role of staff on prisoners’ motivation to participate in 
programmes. This study found that officers had no positive and potentially some negative 
impact. This could have been down to lack of care and/or punitive attitudes, or lack of time and 
resources (see also Anderson and Gröning, 2016). Officers may willingly take a more active 
role in prisoners’ rehabilitation if they felt able (Braggins and Talbot, 2005; Lloyd et al., 2017). 
Recent research has addressed the possibility that disparities in relationships between prisoners 
and programme staff on the one hand, and officers on the other, may be due to perceptions that 
programme staff are outside the disciplinary framework of the CJS (Rowe and Soppitt, 2014; 
Fox, 2016; Sturgess, Woodhams and Tonkin, 2016)- with mixed conclusions. Prisoners in the 
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current study expressed a clear preference to receive rehabilitative support from programme 
staff. However, this was because officers were perceived as uninterested, rather than them 
being officers per se. Findings from the current and previous studies suggest officers could 
equally facilitate prisoners’ motivation to participate in programmes, if they exhibited more 
interest and involvement- which could also extend positive programme atmospheres into the 
wider prison environment (Irwin, 2008; Tait, 2011; see also Adler and Mir, 2012; Blagden, 
Slade and Hamilton, 2014; Lloyd et al., 2017; Tate, Blagden and Mann, 2017). More effort 
should thus be made to involve prison staff in programme operation- at least to the extent that 
they are aware that they exist, broadly what they entail, have observed them in action, and 
acknowledge the prisoners taking part in them (Stevens, 2013). Implementation of the Key 
Worker role may increase the positive impact prison officers can have upon prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in programmes (Podmore, 2014; HMPPS, 2017; Leeming, 2019).  
 
Ninth, there are implications for the ability of programmes to support prisoner desistance. The 
current findings suggest movements towards desistance can be made in prison, and reinforced 
through programmes (Stevens, 2014). The relevance of SDT for desistance theory is clear. 
Agency and communion are the two key common features of desistance theories (Maruna and 
Toch, 2005). Agency is defined as the achievement of success and autonomy in the prosocial 
world (competence and autonomy) and communion as intimate interpersonal bonds 
(relatedness). Thus, rehabilitation programmes that ultimately aim to encourage desistance 
must more reliably address BPNs. BrightHorizons was exemplary of the translation of 
desistance theory into practice. The programme adhered to recommendations that desistance 
scholars have spent the past decade developing (see McNeill, 2006, 2012, 2014; Weaver and 
McNeill, 2007; McNeill and Weaver, 2010; McNeill et al., 2012a, 2015; Weaver and 
Lightowler, 2012). Including taking a realistic approach that allows for the complexity of the 
process; tailoring the programme to individual circumstances; working on, with and through 
professional and social relationships and networks; nurturing hope and motivation by 
identifying and mobilising personal strengths and self-determination; and recognising and 
celebrating progress to reinforce fledgling positive identities.  
 
Finally, working from an SDT perspective may improve the moral treatment of prisoners, by 
considering them human beings naturally inclined to succeed like anybody else- rather than 
defective humans who need fixing. As the proponents of SDT themselves have argued, those 
with diminished autonomy are entitled to protection, therefore facilitating autonomy is an 
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ethical responsibility (Ryan et al., 2011). It is also conducive to the change process, because 
individuals are unlikely to be motivated to act in pro-social ways in the future if their living 
conditions and treatment by others in the present is far from that of an autonomous human 
being (Giertsen et al., 2015). As Crook (2018) recently tweeted: 
 
“Programmes in prison to encourage pro-social behaviour are all very well, 
but when people are treated like children, can’t get a shower, and have no 
responsibility for what happens, they will not work.”  
9.7 Suggestions for future research  
 
The current findings highlight several promising avenues for future studies into prisoner 
motivation to participate in rehabilitation programmes. First, SDT predicts that when the social 
context supports BPNs people’s autonomous motivation will increase, and field and laboratory 
studies have supported this in multiple fields (Black and Deci, 2000; Gagné and Deci, 2005). 
However, few studies have examined this in the prison, or from a qualitative perspective. 
Further research directly applying SDT to prisoners’ motivation to participate in prison-based 
activities is needed, to relate autonomy-support in the prison to increases in autonomous 
motivation. Longitudinal and mixed-methods studies would be particularly valuable.  
Second, the finding of the centrality of relatedness for prisoner motivation (even in the absence 
of supports for autonomy and/or competence) highlights a need for further research on the 
interdependence of the three BPNs and prisoners’ experiences of need fulfilment. Third, further 
research is needed on the dynamics of relationships between prisoners and programme/prison 
staff. Fourth, research should explore the utility of SDT for understanding motivation of higher-
risk, less motivated offenders than those included in the current study. Fifth, it would be 
interesting to explore prisoners’ motivation to participate in mandated programmes through the 
lens of SDT, to see whether such programmes can facilitate more self-determined forms of 
motivation (see Sobus, 1995; Stukas, Snyder and Clary, 1999; Wild, Cunningham and Ryan, 
2006). 
 
Sixth, the three prisons that BrightHorizons operated in were Category C/D 
training/resettlement prisons. This likely meant prisoners in the current study had more 
freedom than would be the case in many other prisons, which may have influenced experiences 
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of need fulfilment within BrightHorizons. Future research could explore motivation to 
participate in programmes in higher security prisons. Seventh, BrightHorizons prisoners had 
also generally served a significant proportion of their sentence, which could have influenced 
their motivation to participate in programmes. Future research could compare motivation of 
prisoners in the early, middle and late stages of their sentence through the lens of SDT. Such 
research would interrogate further the current findings regarding the role of prison-based 
programmes in prisoners’ rehabilitation journeys and early-stage desistance, and the potential 
for SDT to facilitate it. 
 
Eight, SDT has been applied to various forms of behavioural intervention outside of the prison 
context that are also currently implemented in English prisons- such as CBT, MI and 
psychotherapy (Markland et al., 2005; Britton, Williams and Conner, 2008; Ryan and Deci, 
2008; Britton et al., 2011; Dwyer et al., 2011; Ryan et al., 2011; Deci and Ryan, 2012; Miller 
and Rollnick, 2012). Such studies suggest that the incorporation of SDT can optimise the 
likelihood that such interventions enhance motivation of an enduring quality. Further research 
could explore the possibility that applying SDT to various existing prison-based interventions 
can enhance prisoner motivation.  
 
Finally, the current research supports the notion that certain types of rehabilitation programmes 
can facilitate motivation of an enduring quality towards prosocial behaviour. Accounts 
provided by prisoners in the current study bear many similarities to those provided by released 
prisoners undertaking redemptive roles in the community (Lebel, 2007; Kavanagh and Borrill, 
2013; LeBel, Richie and Maruna, 2015, 2015; Heidemann et al., 2016). However, the current 
study was unable to explore the inevitable plethora of social structures and barriers that are 
likely to shape prisoners’ motivation and behaviours post-release (LeBel et al., 2008). Future 
research could follow up prisoner participants longitudinally to explore the endurance of 
motivation facilitated within prison-based programmes in a post-release context.   
 
9.8 Concluding thoughts  
 
Scholars and policy makers have long endorsed the belief that offenders will only change their 
behaviour if they are genuinely motivated to do so (Clarke, Simmonds and Wydall, 2004; 
Gideon, 2010). Question over the dynamics of the interplay and trade-offs between an intrinsic 
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desire to change often brought about by the internalisation of a non-offending identity, and 
extrinsically motivated reasons for making behavioural changes has persisted. This outstanding 
question has been explored in the current study through the lens of SDT. The findings 
demonstrate that some prisoners want to change, and there are ways that the prison and 
activities available within it can and should aid the internalisation process (Anstiss, Polaschek 
and Wilson, 2011). Given the inherently controlling nature of imprisonment, it is unlikely that 
prisoners’ behaviour is ever truly self-determined, but this does not mean that movements 
towards more autonomously regulated behaviours cannot be encouraged. The current findings 
support the conclusion that: 
 
“…our clients are almost never intrinsically motivated at the start of 
treatment no matter where we work, but other forms of motivation can also 
be powerful drivers of change, […] we may well be able to move any client 
who turns up for treatment from entirely external motivation toward self-
determination as a function of our interventions and how we deliver them.” 
(Polaschek, 2009, p. 41) 
 
In the current study, initial external motives were internalised, initially well-internalised 
motives for joining were maintained or reinforced, and additional motivators were discovered 
over time. This included both additional well-internalised motives related to the fulfilment of 
BPNs such as therapeutic gains, professional development, feeling part of a team and closer to 
society; and more extrinsic perks such as the pleasantness of the programme environment. 
These factors combined, plus there being few comparable opportunities, maintained prisoners’ 
motivation to participate in BrightHorizons. It is argued that SDT provides valuable theoretical 
underpinnings for work on motivating prisoners to engage with interventions. Additionally, 
SDT’s focus on BPNs for competence, relatedness and autonomy can valuably inform the 
operation of prison-based programmes- provided that the uniquely limiting conditions 
prisoners are under in the prison and face upon release are kept in mind. The current findings 
suggest that supporting self-determination in the restrictive context of the prison is challenging, 
certainly, but not impossible, because small positive impacts along with constant reinforcement 
can strengthen the quality of motivation (see also van der Kaap-Deeder et al., 2017). Rather 
than pressure to find a drastic quick fix, there should always be subtle opportunities for 
prisoners to feel autonomous. The task for such ‘humanist intervention’ is to channel, reinforce 
and facilitate a process that everybody involved must believe can occur with or without their 
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assistance (Toch, 2002). It is hoped that the current study has made some useful suggestions 
regarding how this might be achieved.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
285 
 
List of references 
 
Abad, N., Carry, M., Herbst, J. H. and Fogel, C., I. (2013) ‘Motivation to reduce risk 
behaviors while in prison: Qualitative analysis of interviews with current and formerly 
incarcerated women’, Journal of Qualitative Criminal Justice & Criminology, 1(2), pp. 347–
363. 
Abbott, P., DiGiacomo, M., Magin, P. and Hu, W. (2018) ‘A scoping review of qualitative 
research methods used with people in prison’, International Journal of Qualitative Methods, 
17, pp. 1–15. doi: 10.1177/1609406918803824. 
Abrams, L. S. (2006) ‘Listening to juvenile offenders: Can residential treatment prevent 
recidivism?’, Child and Adolescent Social Work Journal, 23(1), pp. 61–85. doi: 
10.1007/s10560-005-0029-2. 
Abrams, L. S. (2012) ‘Envisioning life “on the outs”: Exit narratives of incarcerated male 
youth’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 56(6), pp. 
877–896. 
Abrams, L. S., Kim, K. and Anderson-Nathe, B. (2005) ‘Paradoxes of treatment in juvenile 
corrections’, Child & Youth Care Forum, 34(1), pp. 7–25. doi: 10.1007/s10566-004-0879-3. 
Abrams, L. S. and Lea, C. H. (2016) ‘Becoming employable: an ethnographic study of life 
skills courses in a men’s jail’, The Prison Journal, 96(5), pp. 667–687. doi: 
10.1177/0032885516662627. 
Adler, J. R., Edwards, S. K., Scally, M., Gill, D., Puniskis, M. J., Gekoski, A. and Horvath, 
M. A. H. (2016) What works in managing young people who offend? A summary of the 
international evidence. Available at: http://eprints.mdx.ac.uk/18848/1/youth-justice-
review.pdf (Accessed: 17 April 2018). 
Adler, J. R. and Mir, M. (2012) Evaluation of The Forgiveness Project within prisons. 
Available at: 
http://www.thebromleytrust.org.uk/Indexhibit/files/Restore%20evaluation%20final%20report
.pdf (Accessed: 14 May 2019). 
Alemohammad, M., Wood, J. L., Tapp, J., Moore, E. and Skelly, A. (2017) ‘Support for the 
predictive validity of the multifactor offender readiness model (MORM): forensic patients’ 
readiness and engagement with therapeutic groups’, Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 
27(5), pp. 421–442. doi: 10.1002/cbm.2008. 
Anderson, K., Colvin, S., McNeill, F., Nellis, M., Overy, K., Sparks, R. and Tett, L. (2011) 
Inspiring Change: Final Project Report of the Evaluation Team. Available at: 
http://www.artsevidence.org.uk/media/uploads/evaluation-downloads/mc-inspiring-change-
april-2011.pdf (Accessed: 4 July 2019). 
Anderson, Y. A. and Gröning, L. (2016) ‘Rehabilitation in principle and practice: 
perspectives of inmates and officers’, Bergen Journal of Criminal Law & Criminal Justice, 
4(2), pp. 220–246. doi: 10.15845/bjclcj.v4i2.1069. 
286 
 
Andrews, D. (1995) ‘The psychology of criminal conduct and effective treatment’, in 
McGuire, J. (ed.) What works: Reducing reoffending: Guidelines from research and practice. 
Chichester, England: John Wiley & Sons, pp. 35–62. 
Andrews, D. A. (2006) ‘Enhancing adherence to risk-need-responsivity: making quality a 
matter of policy’, Criminology & Public Policy, 5(3), pp. 595–602. 
Andrews, D. A. and Bonta, J. (1998) The psychology of criminal conduct. 2nd edn. 
Cincinnati, OH: Anderson Publishing. 
Andrews, D. A. and Bonta, J. (2003) The psychology of criminal conduct. 3rd edn. 
Cincinnati, OH: Anderson Publishing. 
Andrews, D. A. and Bonta, J. (2010) ‘Rehabilitating criminal justice policy and practice’, 
Psychology, Public Policy, and Law, 16(1), pp. 39–55. doi: 10.1037/a0018362. 
Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J. and Hoge, R. D. (1990) ‘Classification for effective rehabilitation: 
Rediscovering psychology’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17(1), pp. 19–52. doi: 
10.1177/0093854890017001004. 
Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J. and Wormith, J. S. (2006) ‘The recent past and near future of risk 
and/or need assessment’, Crime & Delinquency, 52(1), pp. 7–27. doi: 
10.1177/0011128705281756. 
Andrews, D. A., Bonta, J. and Wormith, J. S. (2011) ‘The Risk-Need-Responsivity (RNR) 
Model: Does adding the Good Lives Model contribute to effective crime prevention?’, 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 38(7), pp. 735–755. doi: 10.1177/0093854811406356. 
Andrews, D. A. and Dowden, C. (2005) ‘Managing correctional treatment for reduced 
recidivism: a meta-analytic review of programme integrity’, Legal and Criminological 
Psychology, 10(2), pp. 173–187. doi: 10.1348/135532505X36723. 
Andrews, D. A., Kiessling, J. J., Robinson, D. and Mickus, S. (1986) ‘The risk principle of 
case classification: an outcome evaluation with young adult probationers’, Canadian Journal 
of Criminology, 28(4), pp. 377–384. 
Andrews, D. A., Zinger, I., Hoge, R. D., Bonta, J., Gendreau, P. and Cullen, F. T. (1990) 
‘Does correctional treatment work? A clinically relevant and psychologically informed meta-
analysis’, Criminology, 28(3), pp. 369–404. 
Anglin, D., M., Brecht, M.-L. and Maddahian, E. (1989) ‘Pretreatment characteristics and 
treatment performance of legally coerced versus voluntary methadone maintenance’, 
Criminology, 27(3), pp. 537–557. 
Annison, H. and Moffatt, S. (2014) Prospects for a desistance agenda. Available at: 
http://criminaljusticealliance.org/wp-
content/uploads/2015/02/ProspectsforDesistanceAgendaExecSummary.pdf (Accessed: 13 
June 2018). 
Anstiss, B., Polaschek, D. L. L. and Wilson, M. (2011) ‘A brief motivational interviewing 
intervention with prisoners: when you lead a horse to water, can it drink for itself?’, 
Psychology, Crime & Law, 17(8), pp. 689–710. doi: 10.1080/10683160903524325. 
287 
 
Antonowicz, D. H. and Ross, R. R. (1994) ‘Essential components of successful rehabilitation 
programs for offenders’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 38(2), pp. 97–104. doi: 10.1177/0306624X9403800202. 
Ashkar, P. J. and Kenny, D. T. (2008) ‘Views from the inside: young offenders’ subjective 
experiences of incarceration’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 52(5), pp. 584–597. doi: 10.1177/0306624X08314181. 
Assor, A., Kaplan, H., Feinberg, O. and Tal, K. (2009) ‘Combining vision with voice: a 
learning and implementation structure promoting teachers’ internalization of practices based 
on self-determination theory’, Theory and Research in Education, 7(2), pp. 234–243. doi: 
10.1177/1477878509104328. 
Atkinson, D. (2004) ‘The What Works debate: Keeping a human perspective’, Probation 
Journal, 51(3), pp. 248–252. doi: 10.1177/0264550504045900. 
Attride-Stirling, J. (2001) ‘Thematic networks: an analytic tool for qualitative research’, 
Qualitative Research, 1(3), pp. 385–405. 
Austin, J. (2009) ‘The limits of prison based treatment’, Victims & Offenders, 4(4), pp. 311–
320. doi: 10.1080/15564880903227214. 
Austin, K., P., Williams, M. W., M. and Kilgour, G. (2011) ‘The effectiveness of 
motivational interviewing with offenders: an outcome evaluation’, New Zealand Journal of 
Psychology, 40(1), pp. 55–67. 
Auty, K. M. and Liebling, A. (2019) ‘Exploring the relationship between prison social 
climate and reoffending*’, Justice Quarterly, pp. 1–24. doi: 
10.1080/07418825.2018.1538421. 
Awenat, Y. F., Moore, C., Gooding, P. A., Ulph, F., Mirza, A. and Pratt, D. (2018) 
‘Improving the quality of prison research: a qualitative study of ex-offender service user 
involvement in prison suicide prevention research’, Health Expectations, 21(1), pp. 100–109. 
doi: 10.1111/hex.12590. 
Awofeso, N. (2003) ‘Implementing smoking cessation programmes in prison settings’, 
Addiction Research & Theory, 11(2), pp. 119–130. 
Bachman, R., Kerrison, E., Paternoster, R., O’Connell, D. and Smith, L. (2016) ‘Desistance 
for a long-term drug-involved sample of adult offenders: The importance of identity 
transformation’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 43(2), pp. 164–186. 
Bagnall, A.-M., South, J., Hulme, C., Woodall, J., Vinall-Collier, K., Raine, G., Kinsella, K., 
Dixey, R., Harris, L. and Wright, N. M. (2015) ‘A systematic review of the effectiveness and 
cost-effectiveness of peer education and peer support in prisons’, BMC Public Health, 
15(290). doi: 10.1186/s12889-015-1584-x. 
Baim, C., Brookes, S. and Mountford, A. (2002) The Geese Theatre handbook: Drama with 
offenders and people at risk. Winchester: Waterside Press. 
288 
 
Baim, C. and Guthrie, L. (2014) Changing offending behaviour: a handbook of practical 
exercises and photocopiable resources for promoting positive change. London: Jessica 
Kingsley Publishers. 
Baker, A., S. (2010) What motivates people for substance abuse treatment? An analysis of 
Self- Determination Theory and its relation to treatment outcomes. PhD thesis. University of 
California. Available at: https://pqdtopen.proquest.com/doc/815752672.html?FMT=AI 
(Accessed: 7 August 2018). 
Bandura, A. (1977) Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall. 
Bandura, A. (1991) ‘Social cognitive theory of self-regulation’, Organizational Behavior and 
Human Decision Processes, 50, pp. 248–287. 
Bandura, A. (1997) ‘The anatomy of stages of change’, American Journal of Health 
Promotion, 12(1), pp. 8–10. doi: 10.4278/0890-1171-12.1.8. 
Bandura, A., Barbaranelli, C., Caprara, G. V. and Pastorelli, C. (1996) ‘Mechanisms of moral 
disengagement in the exercise of moral agency’, Journal of Personality and Social 
Psychology, 71(2), p. 364. 
Bandura, A., Underwood, B. and Fromson, M. E. (1975) ‘Disinhibition of aggression through 
diffusion of responsibility and dehumanization of victims’, Journal of Research in 
Personality, 9(4), pp. 253–269. doi: 10.1016/0092-6566(75)90001-X. 
Banse, R., Koppehele-Gossel, J., Kistemaker, L. M., Werner, V. A. and Schmidt, A. F. 
(2013) ‘Pro-criminal attitudes, intervention, and recidivism’, Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 18(6), pp. 673–685. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2013.07.024. 
Barnao, M., Robertson, P. and Ward, T. (2010) ‘Good lives model applied to a forensic 
population’, Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 17(2), pp. 202–217. doi: 
10.1080/13218710903421274. 
Barnard, M., Webster, S., O’Connor, W., Jones, A. and Donmall, M. (2009) The Drug 
Treatment Outcomes Research Study (DTORS): Qualitative Study. London: Home Office. 
Available at: 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http://www.homeoffice.gov.uk/rds/pdfs09/horr2
6c.pdf (Accessed: 19 February 2018). 
Barnett, G. D., Manderville-Norden, R. and Rakestrow, J. (2014) ‘The good lives model or 
relapse prevention: what works better in facilitating change?’, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of 
Research and Treatment, 26(1), pp. 3–33. doi: 10.1177/1079063212474473. 
Barr, J. E. (2016) Self-Determination Theory and the educational motivations of the recently 
incarcerated. PhD thesis. Old Dominion University. Available at: 
https://digitalcommons.odu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?article=1033&context=efl_etds 
(Accessed: 27 July 2017). 
Barrett, M., Wilson, R. J. and Long, C. (2003) ‘Measuring motivation to change in sexual 
offenders from institutional intake to community treatment’, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of 
Research and Treatment, 15(4), pp. 269–283. doi: 10.1177/107906320301500404. 
289 
 
Barry, M. (2007) ‘Listening and learning: The reciprocal relationship between worker and 
client’, Probation Journal, 54(4), pp. 407–422. doi: 10.1177/0264550507083539. 
Barry, M. (2010) ‘Youth transitions: from offending to desistance’, Journal of Youth Studies, 
13(1), pp. 121–136. doi: 10.1080/13676260903233712. 
Batchelder, J. S. and Pippert, J. M. (2002) ‘Hard time or idle time: Factors affecting inmate 
choices between participation in prison work and education programs’, The Prison Journal, 
82(2), pp. 269–280. 
Batchelder, J., Stuart and Koski, D., D. (2002) ‘Barriers to inmate education: Factors 
affecting the learning dynamics of a prison education program’, Corrections Compendium, 
27(2), pp. 1–20. 
Batson, D., C., Coke, J., S., Jasnoski, M. L. and Hanson, M. (1978) ‘Buying kindness: Effect 
of an extrinsic incentive for helping on perceived altruism’, Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 4(1), pp. 86–91. 
Baxter, D. J., Marion, A. J. and Goguen, B. (1995) ‘Predicting treatment response in 
correctional settings’, Forum on Corrections Research, 7(3), pp. 38–41. 
Bazemore, G. (1998) ‘Restorative justice and earned redemption: Communities, victims, and 
offender reintegration’, The American Behavioral Scientist, 41(6), pp. 768–813. doi: 
http://dx.doi.org/10.1177/0002764298041006003. 
Becan, J. E., Knight, D. K., Crawley, R. D., Joe, G. W. and Flynn, P. M. (2015) 
‘Effectiveness of the Treatment Readiness and Induction Program for increasing adolescent 
motivation for change’, Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 50, pp. 38–49. doi: 
10.1016/j.jsat.2014.10.002. 
Beck, A. T. (1963) ‘Thinking and depression: Idiosyncratic content and cognitive 
distortions’, Archives of General Psychiatry, 9(4), pp. 324–333. doi: 
10.1001/archpsyc.1963.01720160014002. 
Behan, C. (2014) ‘Learning to escape: prison education, rehabilitation and the potential for 
transformation’, Journal of Prison Education and Reentry, 1(1), pp. 20–31. doi: 
10.15845/jper.v1i1.594. 
Bellamy, C. D., Rowe, M., Benedict, P. and Davidson, L. (2012) ‘Giving back and getting 
something back: the role of mutual-aid groups for individuals in recovery from incarceration, 
addiction, and mental illness’, Journal of Groups in Addiction & Recovery, 7(2–4), pp. 223–
236. doi: 10.1080/1556035X.2012.705703. 
Bennett, P. and Shuker, R. (2010) ‘Improving prisoner-staff relationships: exporting 
Grendon’s good practice’, The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 49(5), pp. 491–502. doi: 
10.1111/j.1468-2311.2010.00639.x. 
Berg, B., L. (1984) ‘Inmates as clinical sociologists— The use of sociodrama in a non-
traditional delinquency prevention program’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and 
Comparative Criminology, 28(2), pp. 117–124. 
290 
 
Biel, K. (2017) ‘Readiness to change criminal women and men’, Polish Journal of Social 
Rehabilitation, 14, pp. 113–128. 
Birgden, A. (2004) ‘Therapeutic jurisprudence and responsivity: finding the will and the way 
in offender rehabilitation’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(3), pp. 283–295. doi: 
10.1080/0683160410001662771. 
Black, A. E. and Deci, E. L. (2000) ‘The effects of instructors’ autonomy support and 
students’ autonomous motivation on learning organic chemistry: a Self-Determination 
Theory perspective’, Science Education, 84, pp. 740–756. 
Blacker, J., Watson, A. and Beech, A. R. (2008) ‘A combined drama-based and CBT 
approach to working with self-reported anger aggression’, Criminal Behaviour and Mental 
Health, 18(2), pp. 129–137. doi: 10.1002/cbm.686. 
Blagden, N. and Pemberton, S. (2010) ‘The challenge in conducting qualitative research with 
convicted sex offenders’, The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 49(3), pp. 269–281. doi: 
10.1111/j.1468-2311.2010.00615.x. 
Blagden, N., Slade, K. and Hamilton, P. (2014) ‘“If you don’t gel with prisoners, then it 
affects how they use the services”: A preliminary investigation of the importance of 
relationships in promoting engagement with prison-based resettlement interventions’, in. 
Alternative Futures Conference, Nottingham Trent University, 26 February. Available at: 
http://irep.ntu.ac.uk/id/eprint/29974/1/7437_Slade.pdf (Accessed: 5 January 2018). 
Blagden, N. and Wilson, K. (2019) ‘“We’re all the same here”—investigating the 
rehabilitative climate of a re-rolled sexual offender prison: a qualitative longitudinal study’, 
Sexual Abuse, pp. 1–24. doi: 10.1177/1079063219839496. 
Blagden, N., Winder, B. and Hames, C. (2016) ‘“They treat us like human beings”—
experiencing a therapeutic sex offenders prison: impact on prisoners and staff and 
implications for treatment’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 60(4), pp. 371–396. doi: 10.1177/0306624X14553227. 
Blakey, R. (2017) Rehabilitation in prisons. Available at: 
file:///C:/Users/ab00416/Downloads/LLN-2017-0102.pdf (Accessed: 15 June 2018). 
Blanchette, K. and Eljdupovic-Guzina, G. (1998) Results of a pilot study of the peer support 
programs for women offenders. Canada: Correctional Service Canada. Available at: 
https://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/research/092/r73_e.pdf (Accessed: 30 June 2019). 
Bloom, B. (1999) ‘Gender-responsive programming for women offenders: Guiding principles 
and practices’, Forum on Corrections Research, 11(3), pp. 22–27. 
Bloom, B. and Covington, S. (2008) ‘Addressing the mental health needs of women 
offenders’, in Gido, R. L. and Dalley, L. (eds.) Women’s mental health issues across the 
criminal justice system. Columbus, OH: Prentice Hall, pp. 160–176. 
Bloor, M., Fincham, B. and Sampson, H. (2010) ‘Unprepared for the worst: risks of harm for 
qualitative researchers’, Methodological Innovations Online, 5(1), pp. 45–55. doi: 
10.4256/mio.2010.0009. 
291 
 
Bond, N. and Gemmell, L. (2014) ‘Experiences of prison officers on a Lifer Psychologically 
Informed Planned Environment’, Therapeutic Communities: The International Journal of 
Therapeutic Communities, 35(3), pp. 84–94. doi: 10.1108/TC-03-2014-0010. 
Bonta, J. and Andrews, D. A. (2003) ‘A commentary on Ward and Stewart’s model of human 
needs’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 9(3), pp. 215–218. doi: 10.1080/10683/16031000112115. 
Bonta, J. and Andrews, D. A. (2007) Risk-need-responsivity model for offender assessment 
and rehabilitation. Ottawa, Ontario: Public Safety Canada. Available at: 
https://cpoc.memberclicks.net/assets/Realignment/risk_need_2007-06_e.pdf (Accessed: 27 
October 2016). 
Boothby, M. R. K. (2011) ‘Insiders’ views of their role: toward their training’, Canadian 
Journal of Criminology and Criminal Justice, 53, pp. 424–448. 
Bosma, A., Kunst, M., Reef, J., Dirkzwager, A. and Nieuwbeerta, P. (2014) ‘Prison-based 
rehabilitation: Predictors of offender treatment participation and treatment completion’, 
Crime & Delinquency, pp. 1–26. doi: 10.1177/0011128714549654. 
Bosma, A. Q., Kunst, M. J., Dirkzwager, A. J. and Nieuwbeerta, P. (2015) ‘Treatment 
readiness as a determinant of treatment participation in a prison-based rehabilitation program: 
An exploratory study’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, pp. 1–17. doi: 10.1177/0306624X15605609. 
Bottoms, A. and Shapland, J. (2011) ‘Steps towards desistance among male young adult 
recidivists’, in Farrall, S., Hough, M., Maruna, S., and Sparks, R. (eds.) Escape routes: 
Contemporary perspectives on life after punishment. Abingdon, UK: Routledge, pp. 43–77. 
Bottoms, A., Shapland, J., Costello, A., Holmes, D. and Muir, G. (2004) ‘Towards 
desistance: Theoretical underpinnings for an empirical study’, The Howard Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 43(4), pp. 368–389. 
Bourgon, G. and Armstrong, B. (2005) ‘Transferring the principles of effective treatment into 
a “real world” prison setting’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 32(1), pp. 3–25. doi: 
10.1177/0093854804270618. 
Bourgon, G. and Bonta, J. (2014) ‘Reconsidering the responsivity principle: a way to move 
forward’, Federal Probation, 78(2), pp. 3–10. 
Bowen, E. and Gilchrist, E. (2004) ‘Comprehensive evaluation: A holistic approach to 
evaluating domestic violence offender programmes’, International Journal of Offender 
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 48(2), pp. 215–234. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X03259471. 
Bowlby, J. (1988) A secure base: parent-child attachment and healthy human development. 
New York: Basic Books. 
Boyce, I., Hunter, G. and Hough, M. (2009) St. Giles Trust peer advice project: an 
evaluation. King’s College London: The Institute for Criminal Policy Research. Available at: 
http://www.icpr.org.uk/media/10363/St%20Giles%20Trust%20peer%20Advice%20evaluatio
n.pdf (Accessed: 6 March 2017). 
292 
 
Braggins, J. and Talbot, J. (2003) Time to learn: prisoners’ views on prison education. 
Prisoners’ Education Trust. Available at: 
https://fbclientprisoners.s3.amazonaws.com/Resources/Time_to_Learn%20-
%20Prison%20Reform%20Trust.pdf (Accessed: 1 May 2018). 
Braggins, J. and Talbot, J. (2005) Wings of learning: the role of the prison officer in 
supporting prisoner education. The Centre for Crime and Justice Studies. Available at: 
https://www.crimeandjustice.org.uk/sites/crimeandjustice.org.uk/files/wings-of-learning.pdf 
(Accessed: 30 May 2018). 
Braithwaite, J. (1989) Crime, shame and reintegration. Cambridge: Cambridge University 
Press. 
Braithwaite, J. (2002) Restorative justice and responsive regulation. Oxford: Oxford 
University Press. 
Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2006) ‘Using thematic analysis in psychology’, Qualitative 
Research in Psychology, 3(2), pp. 77–101. doi: 10.1191/1478088706qp063oa. 
Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2012) ‘Thematic analysis’, in Cooper, H., Camic, P. M., Long, D. 
L., Panter, A. T., Rindskopf, D., and Sher, K. J. (eds.) APA handbook of research methods in 
psychology. Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, pp. 57–71. doi: 
10.1037/13620-004. 
Braun, V. and Clarke, V. (2013) Successful qualitative research: a practical guide for 
beginners. London: Sage. 
Braun, V., Clarke, V. and Rance, N. (2014) ‘How to use thematic analysis with interview 
data’, in Vossler, A. and Moller, N. (eds.) The counselling and psychotherapy research 
handbook. Los Angeles: Sage Publications Ltd, pp. 183–197. 
Brayford, J., Cowe, F. B. and Deering, J. (eds.) (2010) What else works? Creative work with 
offenders. Devon: Willan. 
Brewster, L. (2014) ‘The impact of prison arts programs on inmate attitudes and behavior: a 
quantitative evaluation’, Justice Policy Journal, 11(2), pp. 1–28. 
BrightHorizons (2014) ‘BrightHorizons Event Manual’. Internal document. Unpublished. 
BrightHorizons (2017) ‘BrightHorizons Strategic Plan 2017-2022’. Internal document. 
Unpublished. 
BrightHorizons (2018) ‘BrightHorizons Legacy Document 1996-2018’. Internal document. 
Unpublished.  
Britton, P. C., Patrick, H., Wenzel, A. and Williams, G. C. (2011) ‘Integrating motivational 
interviewing and self-determination theory with cognitive behavioral therapy to prevent 
suicide’, Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, 18(1), pp. 16–27. doi: 
10.1016/j.cbpra.2009.06.004. 
293 
 
Britton, P. C., Williams, G. C. and Conner, K. R. (2008) ‘Self-determination theory, 
motivational interviewing, and the treatment of clients with acute suicidal ideation’, Journal 
of Clinical Psychology, 64(1), pp. 52–66. doi: 10.1002/jclp.20430. 
Brookes, M. (2010) ‘The impact of Grendon on changing lives: prisoner perspectives’, The 
Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 49(5), pp. 478–490. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-
2311.2010.00638.x. 
Brooks, C. F. and Young, S. L. (2011) ‘Are choice-making opportunities needed in the 
classroom? Using Self-Determination Theory to consider student motivation and learner 
empowerment’, International Journal of Teaching and Learning in Higher Education, 23(1), 
pp. 48–59. 
Brosens, D., De Donder, L., Dury, S. and Verté, D. (2016) ‘Participation in prison activities: 
an analysis of the determinants of participation’, European Journal on Criminal Policy and 
Research, 22(4), pp. 669–687. doi: 10.1007/s10610-015-9294-6. 
Brosens, D., De Donder, L., Vanwing, T., Dury, S. and Verté, D. (2014) ‘Lifelong learning 
programs in prison: influence of social networks on participation’, Procedia - Social and 
Behavioral Sciences, 116, pp. 518–523. doi: 10.1016/j.sbspro.2014.01.251. 
Brougham, P. L. and Uttley, C. M. (2017) ‘Risk for researchers studying social deviance or 
criminal behavior’, Social Sciences, 6(4), p. 130. doi: 10.3390/socsci6040130. 
Brunton-Smith, I. and McCarthy, D. J. (2016) ‘The effects of prisoner attachment to family 
on re-entry outcomes: A longitudinal assessment’, British Journal of Criminology, 57(2), pp. 
463–482. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azv129. 
Bryman, A. (1988) Quantity and quality in social research. London: Routledge. 
Budd, R. J. and Rollnick, S. (1996) ‘The structure of the Readiness to Change Questionnaire: 
A test of Prochaska & DiClemente’s transtheoretical model’, British Journal of Health 
Psychology, 1(4), pp. 365–376. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8287.1996.tb00517.x. 
Bukstel, L. H. and Kilmann, P. R. (1980) ‘Psychological effects of imprisonment on confined 
individuals’, Psychological Bulletin, 88(2), pp. 469–493. 
Bullock, K. (2011) ‘The construction and interpretation of risk management technologies in 
contemporary probation practice’, British Journal of Criminology, 51(1), pp. 120–135. doi: 
10.1093/bjc/azq056. 
Bullock, K. and Bunce, A. (2018) ‘“The prison don’t talk to you about getting out of prison”: 
On why prisons in England and Wales fail to rehabilitate prisoners’, Criminology & Criminal 
Justice, pp. 1–17. doi: 10.1177/1748895818800743. 
Bullock, K., Bunce, A. and Dodds, C. (2018) ‘The mechanics of reform: implementing 
correctional programmes in English prisons’, The Howard Journal of Crime and Justice, 
57(1), pp. 3–20. doi: 10.1111/hojo.12232. 
Bullock, K., Bunce, A., Dodds, C. and McCarthy, D. (2018) ‘The impact of BrightHorizons 
on the rehabilitation of prisoners and its role in the process of desisting from crime: a 
process and outcome evaluation.’ Unpublished document. Available on request. 
294 
 
Bullock, K., Bunce, A. and McCarthy, D. (2019) ‘Making good in unpromising places: the 
development and cultivation of redemption scripts among long-term prisoners’, International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 63(3), pp. 406–423. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X18800882. 
Bulman, P. (2012) ‘The psychological effects of solitary confinement’, Corrections Today, 
74(3), pp. 58–59. 
Bunce, A. (2018) ‘Autonomy in prison: So close?...Yet so far’, Comparative Penology. 
Available at: https://www.compen.crim.cam.ac.uk/Blog/blog-pages-full-versions/autonomy-
in-prison-so-close-yet-so-far (Accessed: 20 June 2019). 
Burdon, W. M., Farabee, D., Prendergast, M., Messina, N. and Cartier, J. (2002) ‘Prison-
based therapeutic community substance abuse programs- implementation and operational 
issues’, Federal Probation, 66(3), pp. 3–8. 
Burdon, W. M., St. De Lore, J. and Prendergast, M. L. (2011) ‘Developing and implementing 
a positive behavioral reinforcement intervention in prison-based drug treatment: Project 
BRITE’, Journal of Psychoactive Drugs, 7, pp. 40–50. 
van der Burgt, S. M. E., Kusurkar, R. A., Croiset, G. and Peerdeman, S. M. (2018) ‘Exploring 
the situational motivation of medical specialists: a qualitative study’, International Journal of 
Medical Education, 9, pp. 56–63. doi: 10.5116/ijme.5a83.6025. 
Burnett, R. and Maruna, S. (2004) ‘So “prison works”, does it? The criminal careers of 130 
men released from prison under home secretary, Michael Howard’, Howard Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 43(4), pp. 390–404. 
Burnett, R. and Maruna, S. (2006) ‘The kindness of prisoners: Strengths-based resettlement 
in theory and in action’, Criminology and Criminal Justice, 6(1), pp. 83–106. doi: 
10.1177/1748895806060668. 
Burnett, R. and McNeill, F. (2005) ‘The place of the officer-offender relationship in assisting 
offenders to desist from crime’, Probation Journal, 52(3), pp. 221–242. doi: 
10.1177/0264550505055112. 
Burrowes, N., Disley, E., Liddle, M., Maguire, M., Taylor, J. and Wright, S. (2013) 
Intermediate outcomes of arts projects: a rapid evidence assessment. RAND Europe, Arcs 
Ltd and University of Glamorgan. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/254450/Intermediate-outcomes-of-arts-projects.pdf (Accessed: 22 October 2018). 
Burrowes, N. and Needs, A. (2009) ‘Time to contemplate change? A framework for assessing 
readiness to change with offenders’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 14(1), pp. 39–49. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2008.08.003. 
Bushway, S. D. and Apel, R. (2012) ‘A signaling perspective on employment-based reentry 
programming: Training completion as a desistance signal’, Criminology & Public Policy, 
11(1), pp. 21–50. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9133.2012.00786.x. 
295 
 
Bushway, S. D., Piquero, A. R., Broidy, L. M., Cauffman, E. and Mazerolle, P. (2001) ‘An 
empirical framework for studying desistance as a process*’, Criminology, 39(2), pp. 491–
516. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.2001.tb00931.x. 
Byrne, M. K. and Howells, K. (2002) ‘The psychological needs of women prisoners: 
implications for rehabilitation and management’, Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 9(1), pp. 
34–43. 
Cameron, J., Banko, K. M. and Pierce, W. D. (2001) ‘Pervasive negative effects of rewards 
on intrinsic motivation: The myth continues’, The Behavior Analyst, 24(1), pp. 1–44. doi: 
10.1007/BF03392017. 
Campbell, J. A. (2009) Measuring and enhancing offenders’ motivation for treatment and 
change. PhD thesis. University of Wales Institute. 
Campbell, J., Sellen, J. L. and McMurran, M. (2010) ‘Personal aspirations and concerns 
inventory for offenders: Developments in the measurement of offenders’ motivation’, 
Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 20(2), pp. 144–157. doi: 10.1002/cbm.761. 
Cann, J., Falshaw, L., Nugent, F. and Friendship, C. (2003) Understanding what works: 
Accredited cognitive skills programmes for adult men and young offenders. London: Home 
Office. Available at: 
https://www.researchgate.net/profile/Caroline_Friendship/publication/242474077_Understan
ding_What_Works_Accredited_Cognitive_Skills_Programmes_for_Adult_Men_and_Young
_Offenders/links/55fd1a7208aec948c4c49110.pdf (Accessed: 24 August 2016). 
Carey, K., B., Purnine, D., M., Maisto, S., A. and Carey, M., P. (1999) ‘Assessing readiness 
to change substance abuse: a critical review of instruments’, Clinical Psychology: Science 
and Practice, 6(3), pp. 245–266. 
Carlen, P. (ed.) (2011) Women and punishment. 2nd edn. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge. 
Carter, J. A. (2011) ‘Changing light bulbs: practice, motivation, and autonomy’, The 
Counseling Psychologist, 39(2), pp. 261–266. doi: 10.1177/0011000010391915. 
Carter, N., Bryant-Lukosius, D., DiCenso, A., Blythe, J. and Neville, A. J. (2014) ‘The use of 
triangulation in qualitative research’, Oncology Nursing Forum, 41(5), pp. 545–547. doi: 
10.1188/14.ONF.545-547. 
Caruana, E. J., Roman, M., Hernández-Sánchez, J. and Solli, P. (2015) ‘Longitudinal 
studies’, Journal of Thoracic Disease, 7(11), pp. E537–E540. doi: 10.3978/j.issn.2072-
1439.2015.10.63. 
Casey, S., Day, A. and Howells, K. (2005) ‘The application of the transtheoretical model to 
offender populations: Some critical issues’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 10(2), pp. 
157–171. doi: 10.1348/135532505X36714. 
Casey, S., Day, A., Howells, K. and Ward, T. (2007) ‘Assessing suitability for offender 
rehabilitation: Development and validation of the Treatment Readiness Questionnaire’, 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(11), pp. 1427–1440. doi: 10.1177/0093854807305827. 
296 
 
Caulfield, L., Wilson, D. and Wilkinson, D. (2010) Continuing positive change in prison and 
the community: an analysis of the long-term and wider impact of the Good Vibrations 
Project. Birmingham City University. Available at: http://www.good-
vibrations.org.uk/downloads/Continuing%20Positive%20Change%20final%20full%20report
%20June%202010.pdf (Accessed: 26 September 2018). 
Cavendish, A. (2014) ‘The IEP System’, Prison UK: An Insider’s View. Available at: 
http://prisonuk.blogspot.com/2014/07/the-iep-system-one-of-biggest-changes.html 
(Accessed: 22 October 2014). 
Chamberlain, A. W. (2012) ‘Offender rehabilitation: examining changes in inmate treatment 
characteristics, program participation, and institutional behavior’, Justice Quarterly, 29(2), 
pp. 183–228. doi: 10.1080/07418825.2010.549833. 
Chambers, J. C., Eccleston, L., Day, A., Ward, T. and Howells, K. (2008) ‘Treatment 
readiness in violent offenders: The influence of cognitive factors on engagement in violence 
programs’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 13(4), pp. 276–284. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2008.04.003. 
Chan, J. (2014) ‘“I make use of my precious experience, and help others. It’s a kind of 
blessing.” Does public sharing of past experiences help in the rehabilitation of former 
offenders or drug abusers?’, China Journal of Social Work, 7(1), pp. 51–63. doi: 
10.1080/17525098.2014.882787. 
Cherney, A. and Fitzgerald, R. (2016a) ‘Efforts by offenders to manage and overcome 
stigma: The case of employment’, Current Issues in Criminal Justice, 28(1), pp. 17–31. 
Cherney, A. and Fitzgerald, R. (2016b) ‘Finding and keeping a job: the value and meaning of 
employment for parolees’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 60(1), pp. 21–37. 
Cherry, A. M. (2015) Changes in offender motivation during prison-based substance abuse 
treatment: evaluating individual paths and their relationships to treatment progress. PhD 
thesis. Texas Christian University. Available at: 
https://repository.tcu.edu/bitstream/handle/116099117/8312/Cherry_tcu_0229D_10568.pdf?s
equence=1 (Accessed: 21 June 2018). 
Chick, J. (1998) ‘Treatment of alcoholic violent offenders: ethics and efficacy’, Alcohol and 
Alcoholism, 33(1), pp. 20–25. doi: 10.1093/oxfordjournals.alcalc.a008342. 
Chovanec, M. G. (2012) ‘Examining engagement of men in a domestic abuse program from 
three perspectives: An exploratory multimethod study’, Social Work with Groups, 35(4), pp. 
362–378. doi: 10.1080/01609513.2012.669351. 
Cid, J. and Martí, J. (2012) ‘Turning points and returning points: Understanding the role of 
family ties in the process of desistance’, European Journal of Criminology, 9(6), pp. 603–
620. doi: 10.1177/1477370812453102. 
Clarke, A., Simmonds, R. and Wydall, S. (2004) Delivering cognitive skills programmes in 
prison: A qualitative study. Institute for Social Research: University of Surrey. Available at: 
http://dera.ioe.ac.uk/11967/1/Delivering%2520cognitive%2520skills.pdf (Accessed: 9 
August 2016). 
297 
 
Clevenger, T. J. (2014) Correction officers’ leadership styles and inmate motivation for jail-
based treatment. PhD thesis. University of Phoenix. Available at: 
https://search.proquest.com/docview/1552485361/?pq-origsite=primo (Accessed: 30 August 
2018). 
Clinkinbeard, S. S. and Zohra, T. (2012) ‘Expectations, fears, and strategies: juvenile 
offender thoughts on a future outside of incarceration’, Youth & Society, 44(2), pp. 236–257. 
doi: 10.1177/0044118X11398365. 
Clinks (2016) Valuing volunteers in prison: a review of volunteer involvement in prisons. 
Available at: https://www.clinks.org/sites/default/files/basic/files-
downloads/valuing_volunteering_in_prison_-
_a_review_of_volunteer_involvement_in_prisons_july_2016_final.pdf (Accessed: 6 July 
2018). 
Clinks (2018) 20 years of supporting the voluntary sector working in the criminal justice 
system. London: Clinks. Available at: https://www.clinks.org/sites/default/files/2018-
11/clinks_annual-review-2017_FINAL.pdf (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Cohen, P. J., Glaser, B. A., Calhoun, G. B., Bradshaw, C. P. and Petrocelli, J. V. (2005) 
‘Examining readiness for change: a preliminary evaluation of the University of Rhode Island 
Change Assessment with incarcerated adolescents’, Measurement and Evaluation in 
Counseling and Development, 38(1), pp. 45–62. doi: 10.1080/07481756.2005.11909768. 
Collica, K. (2010) ‘Surviving incarceration: two prison-based peer programs build 
communities of support for female offenders’, Deviant Behavior, 31(4), pp. 314–347. doi: 
10.1080/01639620903004812. 
Collica-Cox, K. (2014) ‘Counting down: HIV prison-based peer education programs and 
their connection to reduced disciplinary infractions’, International Journal of Offender 
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 58(8), pp. 931–952. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X13490660. 
Collins, S. and Nee, C. (2010) ‘Factors influencing the process of change in sex offender 
interventions: Therapists’ experiences and perceptions’, Journal of Sexual Aggression, 16(3), 
pp. 311–331. doi: 10.1080/13552600903497453. 
Cook, D. A. and Artino, A. R. (2016) ‘Motivation to learn: an overview of contemporary 
theories’, Medical Education, 50(10), pp. 997–1014. doi: 10.1111/medu.13074. 
Cook, D. D. and Spirrison, C. L. (1992) ‘Effects of a prisoner-operated delinquency 
deterrence program’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 17(3–4), pp. 89–100. doi: 
10.1300/J076v17n03_06. 
Copes, H., Hochstetler, A. and Brown, A. (2013) ‘Inmates’ perceptions of the benefits and 
harm of prison interviews’, Field Methods, 25(2), pp. 182–196. doi: 
10.1177/1525822X12465798. 
Costelloe, A. and Langelid, T. (2011) Prison education and training in Europe- a review and 
commentary of existing literature, analysis and evaluation. UK: Directorate General for 
Education and Culture. Available at: 
298 
 
http://ec.europa.eu/justice/news/consulting_public/0012/Fullreport_en.pdf (Accessed: 17 
August 2017). 
Coviello, D. M., Zanis, D. A., Wesnoski, S. A., Palman, N., Gur, A., Lynch, K. G. and 
McKay, J. R. (2013) ‘Does mandating offenders to treatment improve completion rates?’, 
Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 44(4), pp. 417–425. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2012.10.003. 
Covington, M. V. and Mueller, K., J. (2001) ‘Intrinsic versus extrinsic motivation: An 
approach/avoidance reformulation’, Educational Psychology Review, 13(2), pp. 157–176. 
Covington, S. (2004) ‘A woman’s journey home: Challenges for female offenders’, in Travis, 
J. and Waul, M. (eds.) Prisoners once removed: the impact of incarceration and reentry on 
children, families, and communities. Washington, D.C: Urban Institute Press. 
Cowburn, M., Lavis, V. and Walker, T. (2008) ‘BME sex offenders in prison: the problem of 
participation in offending behaviour groupwork programmes – a tripartite model of 
understanding’, British Journal of Community Justice, 6(1), pp. 19–34. 
Cox, A. (2011) ‘Doing the programme or doing me? The pains of youth imprisonment’, 
Punishment & Society, 13(5), pp. 592–610. doi: 10.1177/1462474511422173. 
Craig, S. C. (2004) ‘Rehabilitation versus control: an organizational theory of prison 
management’, The Prison Journal, 84(4_suppl), pp. 92S-114S. doi: 
10.1177/0032885504269394. 
Crank, B. R. (2018) ‘Accepting deviant identities: the impact of self-labeling on intentions to 
desist from crime’, Journal of Crime and Justice, 41(2), pp. 155–172. doi: 
10.1080/0735648X.2016.1246259. 
Cressey, D. R. (1960) ‘The theory of differential association: an introduction’, Social 
Problems, 8(1), pp. 2–6. doi: 10.2307/798624. 
Creswell, J., W. and Miller, D., L. (2000) ‘Determining validity in qualitative enquiry’, 
Theory into Practice, 39(3), pp. 124–130. 
Crewe, B. (2009) The prisoner society: power, adaptation and social life in an English 
prison. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Crewe, B. (2011a) ‘Depth, weight, tightness: Revisiting the pains of imprisonment’, 
Punishment & Society, 13(5), pp. 509–529. doi: 10.1177/1462474511422172. 
Crewe, B. (2011b) ‘Soft power in prison: Implications for staff-prisoner relationships, liberty 
and legitimacy’, European Journal of Criminology, 8(6), pp. 455–468. doi: 
10.1177/1477370811413805. 
Crewe, B., Hulley, S. and Wright, S. (2017) ‘Swimming with the tide: adapting to long-term 
imprisonment’, Justice Quarterly, 34(3), pp. 517–541. doi: 10.1080/07418825.2016.1190394. 
Crewe, B. and Ievins, A. (2019) ‘The prison as a re-inventive institution’, Theoretical 
Criminology, pp. 1–22. 
299 
 
Crewe, B. and Liebling, A. (2015) ‘Staff culture, authority and prison violence’, Prison 
Service Journal, (221), pp. 9–14. 
Crook, F. [@francescrook] (2018) Programmes in prison to encourage pro-social behaviour 
are all very well but… [Twitter] 26 November. Available at: 
https://twitter.com/francescrook/status/1067032930273378306?s=20 (Accessed: 3 September 
2019. 
Crook, F. (2007) ‘COUNTERBLAST: Real work in prisons?’, The Howard Journal of 
Criminal Justice, 46(3), pp. 303–306. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2311.2007.00476.x. 
Crow, I. (2001) The treatment and rehabilitation of offenders. 1st edn. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 
Cullen, F. T. (2005) ‘The twelve people who saved rehabilitation: How the science of 
criminology made a difference’, Criminology, 43(1), pp. 1–42. 
Cullen, F. T. (2007) ‘Make rehabilitation corrections’ guiding paradigm’, Criminology & 
Public Policy, 6(4), pp. 717–728. 
Cullen, F. T. and Gendreau, P. (2001) ‘From nothing works to what works: Changing 
professional ideology in the 21st century’, The Prison Journal, 81(3), pp. 313–338. 
Daniels, J. W. and Murphy, C. M. (1997) ‘Stages and processes of change in batterers’ 
treatment’, Cognitive and Behavioral Practice, 4(1), pp. 123–145. doi: 10.1016/S1077-
7229(97)80015-6. 
Davey, L., Day, A. and Balfour, M. (2015) ‘Performing desistance: How might theories of 
desistance from crime help us understand the possibilities of prison theatre?’, International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 59(8), pp. 798–809. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X14529728. 
Davidson, C. (2009) ‘Transcription: imperatives for qualitative research’, International 
Journal of Qualitative Methods, 8(2), pp. 35–52. doi: 10.1177/160940690900800206. 
Davis, C., Bahr, S. J. and Ward, C. (2012) ‘The process of offender reintegration: Perceptions 
of what helps prisoners reenter society’, Criminology & Criminal Justice, 13(4), pp. 446–
469. 
Dawson, P. and Stanko, B. (2013) ‘Implementation, implementation, implementation: 
insights from offender management evaluations’, Policing, 7(3), pp. 289–298. doi: 
10.1093/police/pat015. 
Day, A., Bryan, J., Davey, L. and Casey, S. (2006) ‘The process of change in offender 
rehabilitation programmes’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 12(5), pp. 473–487. doi: 
10.1080/10683160500151209. 
Day, A. and Casey, S. (2010) ‘Maintaining change programmes for offenders: some 
suggestions for practice’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 16(6), pp. 449–458. doi: 
10.1080/10683160902798086. 
300 
 
Day, A., Casey, S., Vess, J. and Huisy, G. (2011) Assessing the social climate of Australian 
prisons. Canberra: Australian Institute of Criminology. Available at: 
https://aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi427 (Accessed: 4 January 2019). 
Day, A., Casey, S., Ward, T., Howells, K. and Vess, J. (2010) Transitions to better lives: 
offender readiness and rehabilitation. Devon: Willan. 
Day, A. and Doyle, P. (2010) ‘Violent offender rehabilitation and the therapeutic community 
model of treatment: Towards integrated service provision?’, Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 15(5), pp. 380–386. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2010.06.006. 
Day, A. and Howells, K. (2002) ‘Psychological treatments for rehabilitating offenders: 
evidence-based practice comes of age’, Australian Psychologist, 37(1), pp. 39–47. doi: 
10.1080/00050060210001706656. 
Day, A., Howells, K., Casey, S., Ward, T., Chambers, J. C. and Birgden, A. (2009) 
‘Assessing treatment readiness in violent offenders’, Journal of Interpersonal Violence, 
24(4), pp. 618–635. doi: 10.1177/0886260508317200. 
Day, A., Tucker, K. and Howells, K. (2004) ‘Coerced offender rehabilitation – a defensible 
practice?’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(3), pp. 259–269. doi: 
10.1080/10683160410001662753. 
De Claire, K. and Dixon, L. (2017) ‘The effects of prison visits from family members on 
prisoners’ well-being, prison rule breaking, and recidivism: a review of research since 1991’, 
Trauma, Violence, & Abuse, 18(2), pp. 185–199. doi: 10.1177/1524838015603209. 
De Leon, G. (1996) ‘Integrative recovery: A stage paradigm’, Substance Abuse, 17(1), pp. 
51–63. doi: 10.1080/08897079609444728. 
De Leon, G. and Jainchill, N. (1986) ‘Circumstance, motivation, readiness and suitability as 
correlates of treatment tenure’, Journal of Psychoactive Drugs, 18(3), pp. 203–208. doi: 
10.1080/02791072.1986.10472348. 
De Leon, G., Melnick, G., Kressel, D. and Jainchill, N. (1994) ‘Circumstances, Motivation, 
Readiness, and Suitability (The CMRS Scales): Predicting retention in Therapeutic 
Community treatment’, The American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 20(4), pp. 495–
515. doi: 10.3109/00952999409109186. 
De Leon, G., Melnick, G., Thomas, G., Kressel, D. and Wexler, H. K. (2000) ‘Motivation for 
treatment in a prison-based Therapeutic Community’, The American Journal of Drug and 
Alcohol Abuse, 26(1), pp. 33–46. doi: 10.1081/ADA-100100589. 
deCharms, R. (1968) Personal causation. New York: Academic. 
Deci, E. (1975) Intrinsic motivation. New York: Plenum. 
Deci, E. L., Eghrari, H., Patrick, B. C. and Leone, D. R. (1994) ‘Facilitating internalisation: 
The Self-Determination Theory perspective’, Journal of Personality, 62(1), pp. 119–142. 
301 
 
Deci, E. L., Koestner, R. and Ryan, R. M. (1999) ‘A meta-analytic review of experiments 
examining the effects of extrinsic rewards on intrinsic motivation’, Psychological Bulletin, 
125(6), pp. 627–668. 
Deci, E. L., La Guardia, J. G., Moller, A. C., Scheiner, M. J. and Ryan, R. M. (2006) ‘On the 
benefits of giving as well as receiving autonomy support: mutuality in close friendships’, 
Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 32(3), pp. 313–327. doi: 
10.1177/0146167205282148. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (1980) ‘The empirical exploration of intrinsic motivational 
processes’, in Berkowitz, L. (ed.) Advances in experimental social psychology. New York: 
Academic Press, pp. 39–80. doi: 10.1016/S0065-2601(08)60130-6. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (1985) Intrinsic motivation and self-determination in human 
behavior. New York: Plenum Publishing Co. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (1987) ‘The support of autonomy and the control of behavior’, 
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 53(6), pp. 1024–1037. doi: 10.1037/0022-
3514.53.6.1024. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (2000) ‘The “what” and “why” of goal pursuits: human needs 
and the self-determination of behavior’, Psychological Inquiry, 11(4), pp. 227–268. doi: 
10.1207/S15327965PLI1104_01. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (eds.) (2002) Handbook of self-determination tesearch. 
Rochester, NY: University of Rochester Press. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (2008a) ‘Facilitating optimal motivation and psychological well-
being across life’s domains’, Canadian Psychology, 49(1), pp. 14–23. doi: 10.1037/0708-
5591.49.1.14. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (2008b) ‘Self-determination theory: A macrotheory of human 
motivation, development, and health’, Canadian Psychology, 49(3), pp. 182–185. doi: 
10.1037/a0012801. 
Deci, E. L. and Ryan, R. M. (2012) ‘Self-determination theory in health care and its relations 
to motivational interviewing: a few comments’, International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition 
and Physical Activity, 9(1), p. 24. doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-24. 
Deci, E. L., Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G. and Ryan, R. M. (1991) ‘Motivation and 
education: the self-determination perspective’, Educational Psychologist, 26(3 & 4), pp. 325–
346. doi: 10.1207/s15326985ep2603. 
Denney, A. S., Tewksbury, R. and Jones, R. S. (2014) ‘Beyond basic needs: social support 
and structure for successful offender reentry’, Journal of Qualitative Criminal Justice & 
Criminology, 2(1), pp. 39–67. 
Denzin, N. K. and Lincoln, Y. S. (eds.) (2011) The Sage handbook of qualitative research. 
4th edn. London: Sage. 
Devereux, R. (2009) ‘Motivating offenders to attend (and benefit from) rehabilitative 
programmes: The development of a Short Motivational Programme within New Zealand’s 
302 
 
Department of Corrections’, Journal of the New Zealand College of Clinical Psychologists, 
19(3), pp. 6–14. 
Devilly, G. J., Sorbello, L., Eccleston, L. and Ward, T. (2005) ‘Prison-based peer-education 
schemes’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 10(2), pp. 219–240. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2003.12.001. 
Dhaliwal, R. and Harrower, J. (2009) ‘Reducing prisoner vulnerability and providing a means 
of empowerment: evaluating the impact of a Listener Scheme on the Listeners’, The British 
Journal of Forensic Practice, 11(3), pp. 35–43. doi: 10.1108/14636646200900021. 
Dhami, M. K., Ayton, P. and Loewenstein, G. (2007) ‘Adaptation to imprisonment: 
indigenous or imported?’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 34(8), pp. 1085–1100. doi: 
10.1177/0093854807302002. 
Dhami, M. K., Mandel, D. R., Loewenstein, G. and Ayton, P. (2006) ‘Prisoners’ positive 
illusions of their post-release success’, Law and Human Behavior, 30(6), pp. 631–647. doi: 
10.1007/s10979-006-9040-1. 
Diseth, Å., Eikeland, O.-J., Manger, T. and Hetland, H. (2008) ‘Education of prison inmates: 
course experience, motivation, and learning strategies as indicators of evaluation’, 
Educational Research and Evaluation, 14(3), pp. 201–214. doi: 
10.1080/13803610801956614. 
Doekhie, J., Dirkzwager, A. and Nieuwbeerta, P. (2017) ‘Early attempts at desistance from 
crime: Prisoners’ prerelease expectations and their postrelease criminal behavior’, Journal of 
Offender Rehabilitation, 56(7), pp. 473–493. doi: 10.1080/10509674.2017.1359223. 
Dolan, R. (2017) ‘HMP Grendon therapeutic community: the residents’ perspective of the 
process of change’, Therapeutic Communities: The International Journal of Therapeutic 
Communities, 38(1), pp. 23–31. doi: 10.1108/TC-08-2016-0015. 
Dowden, C. and Andrews, D. A. (2004) ‘The importance of staff practice in delivering 
effective correctional treatment: a meta-analytic review of core correctional practice’, 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 48(2), pp. 203–
214. doi: 10.1177/0306624X03257765. 
Drapeau, M., Körner, A., Granger, L., Brunet, L. and Caspar, F. (2005) ‘A plan analysis of 
pedophile sexual abusers’ motivations for treatment: a qualitative pilot study’, International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 49(3), pp. 308–324. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X04272853. 
Drieschner, K. H., Lammers, S. M. M. and van der Staak, C. P. F. (2004) ‘Treatment 
motivation: An attempt for clarification of an ambiguous concept’, Clinical Psychology 
Review, 23(8), pp. 1115–1137. doi: 10.1016/j.cpr.2003.09.003. 
Drieschner, K. H. and Verschuur, J. (2010) ‘Treatment engagement as a predictor of 
premature treatment termination and treatment outcome in a correctional outpatient sample’, 
Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 20(2), pp. 86–99. doi: 10.1002/cbm.757. 
D’Sylva, F., Graffam, J., Hardcastle, L. and Shinkfield, A. J. (2012) ‘Analysis of the Stages 
of Change Model of drug and alcohol treatment readiness among prisoners’, International 
303 
 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 56(2), pp. 265–280. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X10392531. 
Duguid, S. R. (2000) Can prison work? The prisoner as object and subject in modern 
corrections. Toronto: University of Toronto Press. 
Dwyer, L. A., Hornsey, M. J., Smith, L. G. E., Oei, T. P. S. and Dingle, G. A. (2011) 
‘Participant autonomy in cognitive behavioral group therapy: an integration of Self-
Determination and Cognitive Behavioral theories’, Journal of Social and Clinical 
Psychology, 30(1), pp. 24–46. doi: 10.1521/jscp.2011.30.1.24. 
Edgar, K., Aresti, A. and Cornish, N. (2012) Out for good: taking responsibility for 
resettlement. London: Prison Reform Trust. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/portals/0/documents/outforgood.pdf (Accessed: 5 July 
2019). 
Edgar, K., Jacobson, J. and Biggar, K. (2011) Time well spent: a practical guide to active 
citizenship and volunteering in prison. London: Prison Reform Trust. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Time%20Well%20Spent%20repor
t%20lo.pdf (Accessed: 4 August 2016). 
Edwards, E. R. and Mottarella, K. (2015) ‘Perceptions of the previously convicted: the 
influence of conviction type and therapy participation’, International Journal of Offender 
Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 59(12), pp. 1358–1377. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X14536899. 
Edwards, R. and Holland, J. (2013) What is qualitative interviewing? London: Bloomsbury 
Publishing Plc. Available at: http://eprints.ncrm.ac.uk/3276/1/complete_proofs.pdf 
(Accessed: 4 April 2017). 
Elison, S., Weston, S., Dugdale, S., Ward, J. and Davies, G. (2016) ‘A qualitative exploration 
of U.K. prisoners’ experiences of substance misuse and mental health difficulties, and the 
Breaking Free Health and Justice interventions’, Journal of Drug Issues, 46(3), pp. 198–215. 
doi: 10.1177/0022042616630013. 
Elliott, R., Fischer, C. T. and Rennie, D. L. (1999) ‘Evolving guidelines for publication of 
qualitative research studies in psychology and related fields’, British Journal of Clinical 
Psychology, 38(3), pp. 215–229. 
Ellis, A. (1962) Reason and emotion in psychotherapy. Secaucus, NJ: Lyle Stuart. 
Ellis, S. and Bowen, E. (2017) ‘Factors associated with desistance from violence in prison: an 
exploratory study’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 23(6), pp. 601–619. doi: 
10.1080/1068316X.2017.1290090. 
Emmel, N. (2013) Sampling and choosing cases in qualitative research: a realist approach. 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. doi: 10.4135/9781473913882. 
Enggist, S., Møller, L., Galea, G. and Udesen, C. (eds.) (2014) Prisons and health. 
Copenhagen, Denmark: World Health Organisation. Available at: 
http://www.euro.who.int/__data/assets/pdf_file/0005/249188/Prisons-and-Health.pdf 
(Accessed: 29 June 2019). 
304 
 
European Commission (2019) Final report summary - Desistance in prison (Desistance from 
crime by restorative justice practices in prisons. A qualitative comparative research between 
the UK and Belgium). University of Sheffield: European Union. Available at: 
https://cordis.europa.eu/project/rcn/187834/reporting/en (Accessed: 2 April 2019). 
Falshaw, L., Friendship, C., Travers, R. and Nugent, F. (2003) ‘Searching for “What Works”: 
HM Prison Service accredited cognitive skills programmes’, The British Journal of Forensic 
Practice, 6(2), pp. 3–13. doi: 10.1108/14636646200400007. 
Farabee, D., Prendergast, M. and Anglin, M. D. (1998) ‘The effectiveness of coerced 
treatment for drug-abusing offenders’, Federal Probation, 62(1), pp. 3–10. 
Farabee, D., Prendergast, M., Cartier, J., Wexler, H., Knight, K. and Anglin, D. M. (1999) 
‘Barriers to implementing effective correctional drug treatment programs’, The Prison 
Journal, 79(2), pp. 150–162. 
Farley, H. and Pike, A. (2016) ‘Engaging prisoners in education: Reducing risk and 
recidivism’, Advancing Corrections: Journal of the International Corrections and Prisons 
Association, 1, pp. 65–73. 
Farrall, S. (2002) Rethinking what works with offenders: probation, social context and 
desistance from crime. Cullompton: Willan. 
Farrall, S. and Maruna, S. (2004) ‘Desistance-focused criminal justice policy research: 
introduction to a special issue on desistance from crime and public policy’, The Howard 
Journal of Criminal Justice, 43(4), pp. 358–367. 
Farrall, S., Sharpe, G., Hunter, B. and Calverley, A. (2011) ‘Theorizing structural and 
individual-level processes in desistance and persistence: Outlining an integrated perspective’, 
Australian & New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 44(2), pp. 218–234. doi: 
10.1177/0004865811405136. 
Farrington, D. P. (1979) ‘Longitudinal research on crime and delinquency’, Crime and 
Justice, 1, pp. 289–348. 
Farrington, D. P. (2007) ‘Advancing knowledge about desistance’, Journal of Contemporary 
Criminal Justice, 23(1), pp. 125–134. doi: 10.1177/1043986206298954. 
Festinger, L. (1954) ‘A theory of social comparison processes’, Human Relations, 7(2), pp. 
117–140. doi: 10.1177/001872675400700202. 
Feucht, T. and Holt, T. (2016) ‘Does cognitive behavioral therapy work in criminal justice? A 
new analysis from CrimeSolutions.gov’, National Institute of Justice Journal, 277, pp. 1–8. 
Finkelstein, M. A., Penner, L. A. and Brannick, M. T. (2005) ‘Motive, role identity, and 
prosocial personality as predictors of volunteer activity’, Social Behavior and Personality, 
33(4), pp. 403–418. doi: 10.2224/sbp.2005.33.4.403. 
Fiorentine, R., Nakashima, J. and Anglin, D. M. (1999) ‘Client engagement in drug 
treatment’, Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 17(3), pp. 199–206. doi: 10.1016/S0740-
5472(98)00076-2. 
305 
 
Fleetwood, J. (2016) ‘Narrative habitus: Thinking through structure/agency in the narratives 
of offenders’, Crime, Media, Culture, 12(2), pp. 173–192. 
Fletcher, B., R., Shaver, L. D. and Moon, D., G. (eds.) (1993) Women prisoners: a forgotten 
population. Westport, Connecticut: Praeger Publishers. 
Fletcher, D. R. and Batty, E. (2012) ‘Offender peer interventions: what do we know?’, Centre 
for Regional Economic and Social Research: Sheffield Hallam University. Available at: 
http://www4.shu.ac.uk/research/cresr/sites/shu.ac.uk/files/offender-peer-interventions.pdf 
(Accessed: 3 March 2017). 
Fong, C. J., Patall, E. A., Vasquez, A. C. and Stautberg, S. (2019) ‘A meta-analysis of 
negative feedback on intrinsic motivation’, Educational Psychology Review, 31(1), pp. 121–
162. doi: 10.1007/s10648-018-9446-6. 
Fortune, C.-A. (2018) ‘The Good Lives Model: A strength-based approach for youth 
offenders’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 38, pp. 21–30. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2017.11.003. 
Fortune, C.-A., Ward, T. and Willis, G. M. (2012) ‘The rehabilitation of offenders: Reducing 
risk and promoting better lives’, Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 19(5), pp. 646–661. doi: 
10.1080/13218719.2011.615809. 
Fox, G. E. (2016) The rehabilitation lottery: exploring delivery and attitudes towards non-
accredited programmes delivered in a private prison using a case study approach. PhD 
thesis. University of Leicester. Available at: https://lra.le.ac.uk/handle/2381/38123 
(Accessed: 31 May 2018). 
Fox, K. J. (1999) ‘Changing violent minds: Discursive correction and resistance in the 
cognitive treatment of violent offenders in prison’, Social Problems, 46(1), pp. 88–103. 
Fox, K., Zambrana, K. and Lane, J. (2011) ‘Getting in (and staying in) when everyone else 
wants to get out: 10 lessons learned from conducting research with inmates’, Journal of 
Criminal Justice Education, 22(2), pp. 304–327. doi: 10.1080/10511253.2010.517774. 
Frank, V. A., Dahl, H. V., Holm, K. E. and Kolind, T. (2015) ‘Inmates’ perspectives on 
prison drug treatment: A qualitative study from three prisons in Denmark’, Probation 
Journal, 62(2), pp. 156–171. doi: 10.1177/0264550515571394. 
Friendship, C., Blud, L., Erikson, M., Travers, R. and Thornton, D. (2003) ‘Cognitive-
behavioural treatment for imprisoned offenders: An evaluation of HM Prison Service’s 
cognitive skills programmes’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 8(1), pp. 103–114. 
Friendship, C., Falshaw, L. and Beech, A. R. (2003) ‘Measuring the real impact of accredited 
offending behaviour programmes’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 8(1), pp. 115–127. 
doi: 10.1348/135532503762871282. 
Frost, A. and Connolly, M. (2004) ‘Reflexivity, reflection, and the change process in offender 
work’, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 16(4), pp. 365–380. 
Gagne, M. (2003) ‘The role of autonomy support and autonomy orientation in prosocial 
behavior engagement’, Motivation and Emotion, 27(3), pp. 199–223. 
306 
 
Gagné, M. and Deci, E. L. (2005) ‘Self-determination theory and work motivation’, Journal 
of Organizational Behavior, 26(4), pp. 331–362. doi: 10.1002/job.322. 
Gannon, T. A., King, T., Miles, H., Lockerbie, L. and Willis, G. M. (2011) ‘Good Lives 
sexual offender treatment for mentally disordered offenders’, The British Journal of Forensic 
Practice, 13(3), pp. 153–168. doi: 10.1108/14636641111157805. 
Geiger, B. and Fischer, M. (2005) ‘Naming oneself criminal: Gender difference in offenders’ 
identity negotiation’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 49(2), pp. 194–209. doi: 10.1177/0306624X04270552. 
Gendreau, P. (1996) ‘Offender rehabilitation: What we know and what needs to be done’, 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 23, pp. 144–161. 
Gendreau, P., Goggin, C. and Smith, P. (2001) ‘Implementation guidelines for correctional 
programs in the "real world”’, in Bernfeld, G. A., Farrington, D. P., and Leschied, A. W. 
(eds.) Offender rehabilitation in practice: implementing and evaluating effective programs. 
Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., pp. 247–268. 
Gendreau, P., Listwan, S. J., Kuhns, J. B. and Exum, M. L. (2014) ‘Making prisoners 
accountable: Are Contingency Management programs the answer?’, Criminal Justice and 
Behavior, 41(9), pp. 1079–1102. 
Gendreau, P. and Ross, B. (1979) ‘Effective correctional treatment: Bibliotherapy for cynics’, 
Crime & Delinquency, 25(4), pp. 463–489. doi: 10.1177/001112877902500405. 
Gendreau, P. and Ross, R. R. (1987) ‘Revivification of rehabilitation: Evidence from the 
1980s’, Justice Quarterly, 4(3), pp. 349–407. 
Gendreau, P. and Smith, P. (2012) ‘Assessment and treatment strategies for correctional 
institutions’, in Dvoskin, J. A., Skeem, J. L., Novaco, R. W., and Douglas, K. S. (eds.) Using 
social science to reduce violent offending. New York: Oxford University Press, pp. 157–178. 
doi: 10.1093/acprof:oso/9780195384642.001.0001. 
Gendreau, P., Smith, P. and French, S. A. (2006) ‘The theory of effective correctional 
intervention: empirical status and future directions’, in Cullen, F. T., Wright, J. P., and 
Blevins, K. R. (eds.) Taking stock: the status of criminology theory. 1st edn. New York: 
Routledge, pp. 419–446. doi: 10.4324/9781315130620-16. 
Gerhart, B. and Fang, M. (2015) ‘Pay, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, 
performance, and creativity in the workplace: revisiting long-held beliefs’, Annual Review of 
Organizational Psychology and Organizational Behavior, 2(1), pp. 489–521. doi: 
10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111418. 
Gideon, L. (2010) ‘Drug offenders’ perceptions of motivation: The role of motivation in 
rehabilitation and reintegration’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 54(4), pp. 597–610. doi: 10.1177/0306624X09333377. 
Giertsen, H., Nylander, P. åke, Frank, V. A., Kolind, T. and Tourunen, J. (2015) ‘Prisoners’ 
experiences of drug treatment and punishment in four Nordic countries’, Nordic Studies on 
Alcohol and Drugs, 32(2), pp. 145–164. doi: 10.1515/nsad-2015-0017. 
307 
 
Giles, M. and Le, A. T. (2009) Investment in human capital during incarceration and 
employment prospects of prisoners. Bonn, Germany: IZA, p. 37. Available at: 
http://ftp.iza.org/dp4582.pdf (Accessed: 22 January 2019). 
Gillison, F. B., Rouse, P., Standage, M., Sebire, S. J. and Ryan, R. M. (2018) ‘A meta-
analysis of techniques to promote motivation for health behaviour change from a self-
determination theory perspective’, Health Psychology Review, 13(1), pp. 110–130. doi: 
10.1080/17437199.2018.1534071. 
Giordano, P. C., Cernkovich, S. A. and Rudolph, J. L. (2002) ‘Gender, crime, and desistance: 
Toward a theory of cognitive transformation’, American Journal of Sociology, 107(4), pp. 
990–1064. doi: 10.1086/343191. 
Giordano, P. C., Schroeder, R. D. and Cernkovich, S. A. (2007) ‘Emotions and crime over 
the life course: A Neo-Meadian perspective on criminal continuity and change’, American 
Journal of Sociology, 112(6), pp. 1603–1661. 
Gobeil, R., Blanchette, K. and Stewart, L. (2016) ‘A meta-analytic review of correctional 
interventions for women offenders: Gender-neutral versus gender-informed approaches’, 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 43(3), pp. 301–322. 
Goffman, E. (1961) Asylums. New York: Doubleday. 
Goggin, C. and Gendreau, P. (2006) ‘The implementation and maintenance of quality 
services in offender rehabilitation programmes’, in Hollin, C. R. and Palmer, E. J. (eds.) 
Offending behaviour programmes: development, application and controversies. 1st edition. 
Chichester: Wiley, pp. 207–246. 
Gojkovic, D., Meek, R. and Mills, A. (2010) The role of the third sector in work with 
offenders: the perceptions of criminal justice and third sector stakeholders. Third Sector 
Research Centre. Available at: 
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/generic/tsrc/documents/tsrc/working-papers/working-paper-
34.pdf (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Gojkovic, D., Meek, R. and Mills, A. (2011) Offender engagement with third sector 
organisations: a national prison-based survey. Third Sector Research Centre. Available at: 
https://www.birmingham.ac.uk/generic/tsrc/documents/tsrc/working-papers/working-paper-
61.pdf (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Goodman, P. (2012) ‘“Another second chance”: rethinking rehabilitation through the lens of 
California’s prison fire camps’, Social Problems, 59(4), pp. 437–458. doi: 
10.1525/sp.2012.59.4.437. 
Goodstein, L., MacKenzie, D. L. and Shotland, R. L. (1984) ‘Personal control and inmate 
adjustment to prison’, Criminology, 22(3), pp. 343–369. 
Graffam, J., Shinkfield, A. J. and Lavelle, B. (2014) ‘Recidivism among participants of an 
employment assistance program for prisoners and offenders’, International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 58(3), pp. 348–363. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X12470526. 
308 
 
Grant, A. M. (2008) ‘Does intrinsic motivation fuel the prosocial fire? Motivational synergy 
in predicting persistence, performance, and productivity’, Journal of Applied Psychology, 
93(1), pp. 48–58. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.93.1.48. 
Greaves, A., Best, D., Day, E. and Foster, A. (2009) ‘Young people in coerced drug 
treatment: Does the UK Drug Intervention Programme provide a useful and effective service 
to young offenders?’, Addiction Research & Theory, 17(1), pp. 17–29. doi: 
10.1080/16066350802008686. 
Green, E. L. (2016) The weight of the gavel: prison as a rite of passage. PhD thesis. Kansas 
Sate University. Available at: https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/33382141.pdf (Accessed: 14 
May 2019). 
Green, J., Willis, K., Hughes, E., Small, R., Welch, N., Gibbs, L. and Daly, J. (2007) 
‘Generating best evidence from qualitative research: the role of data analysis’, Australian and 
New Zealand Journal of Public Health, 31(6), pp. 545–550. doi: 10.1111/j.1753-
6405.2007.00141.x. 
Greenall, P. (2004) ‘Life in a prison‐based therapeutic community: one man’s experience’, 
The British Journal of Forensic Practice, 6(1), pp. 33–38. doi: 10.1108/14636646200400004. 
Greenhalgh, T. and Taylor, R. (1997) ‘How to read a paper: Papers that go beyond numbers 
(qualitative research)’, British Medical Journal, 315(7110), pp. 740–743. doi: 
10.1136/bmj.315.7110.740. 
Greer, K. R. (2000) ‘The changing nature of interpersonal relationships in a women’s prison’, 
The Prison Journal, 80(4), pp. 442–468. 
Grella, C. E. and Rodriguez, L. (2011) ‘Motivation for treatment among women offenders in 
prison-based treatment and longitudinal outcomes among those who participate in community 
aftercare’, Journal of Psychoactive Drugs, 43(sup1), pp. 58–67. doi: 
10.1080/02791072.2011.602275. 
Griffiths, L. and Bailey, D. (2015) ‘Learning from peer support schemes – can prison 
listeners support offenders who self-injure in custody?’, International Journal of Prisoner 
Health, 11(3), pp. 157–168. doi: 10.1108/IJPH-01-2015-0004. 
Grimwood, G. G. and Berman, G. (2012) Reducing reoffending: the ‘what works’ debate. 
House of Commons Library. Available at: file:///C:/Users/ab00416/Downloads/RP12-
71%20(3).pdf (Accessed: 4 February 2019). 
Groshkova, T. (2010) ‘Motivation in substance misuse treatment’, Addiction Research & 
Theory, 18(5), pp. 494–510. doi: 10.3109/16066350903362875. 
Guay, F., Ratelle, C. F. and Chanal, J. (2008) ‘Optimal learning in optimal contexts: the role 
of self-determination in education’, Canadian Psychology/Psychologie canadienne, 49(3), 
pp. 233–240. doi: 10.1037/a0012758. 
Gullone, E., Jones, T. and Cummins, R. (2000) ‘Coping styles and prison experience as 
predictors of psychological well‐being in male prisoners’, Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 
7(2), pp. 170–181. 
309 
 
Haines, K. and Case, S. (2008) ‘The rhetoric and reality of the “Risk Factor Prevention 
Paradigm” approach to preventing and reducing youth offending’, Youth Justice, 8(1), pp. 5–
20. doi: 10.1177/1473225407087039. 
Hall, B. R. (2013) ‘Why victim impact education matters’, American Jails, 27(4), pp. 33-
34,36-37,39-40. 
Halsey, M. (2007) ‘On confinement: Resident and inmate perspectives of secure care and 
imprisonment’, Probation Journal, 54(4), pp. 338–367. doi: 10.1177/0264550507083535. 
Halsey, M. and Harris, V. (2011) ‘Prisoner futures: Sensing the signs of generativity’, 
Australian & New Zealand Journal of Criminology, 44(1), pp. 74–93. doi: 
10.1177/0004865810393100. 
Hamm, C. M. and Schrink, J. L. (1989) ‘The conditions of effective implementation. A guide 
to accomplishing rehabilitative objectives in corrections’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
16(2), pp. 166–182. 
Hammarberg, K., Kirkman, M. and de Lacey, S. (2016) ‘Qualitative research methods: when 
to use them and how to judge them’, Human Reproduction, 31(3), pp. 498–501. doi: 
10.1093/humrep/dev334. 
Hancox, J. E., Quested, E., Ntoumanis, N. and Thøgersen-Ntoumani, C. (2018) ‘Putting self-
determination theory into practice: application of adaptive motivational principles in the 
exercise domain’, Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 10(1), pp. 75–91. doi: 
10.1080/2159676X.2017.1354059. 
Haney, C. (2002) ‘The psychological impact of incarceration: implications for post-prison 
adjustment’, in. From prisons to home national policy conference, January 30-31, 
Washington D.C. Available at: 
http://webarchive.urban.org/UploadedPDF/410624_PyschologicalImpact.pdf (Accessed: 21 
March 2019). 
Hardie-Bick, J. (2018) ‘Identity, imprisonment, and narrative configuration’, New Criminal 
Law Review: An International and Interdisciplinary Journal, 21(4), pp. 567–591. doi: 
10.1525/nclr.2018.21.4.567. 
Harding, D. J., Dobson, C. C., Wyse, J. J. B. and Morenoff, J. D. (2017) ‘Narrative change, 
narrative stability, and structural constraint: The case of prisoner reentry narratives’, 
American Journal of Cultural Sociology, 5(1), pp. 261–304. doi: 10.1057/s41290-016-0004-
8. 
Harding, R. (2014) ‘Rehabilitation and prison social climate: Do “what works” rehabilitation 
programs work better in prisons that have a positive social climate?’, Australian & New 
Zealand Journal of Criminology, 47(2), pp. 163–175. doi: 10.1177/0004865813518543. 
Harkins, L. and Beech, A. (2007) ‘Measurement of the effectiveness of sex offender 
treatment’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12, pp. 36–44. 
Harkins, L., Flak, V. E., Beech, A. R. and Woodhams, J. (2012) ‘Evaluation of a community-
based Sex Offender Treatment Program using a Good Lives Model approach’, Sexual Abuse: 
A Journal of Research and Treatment, 24(6), pp. 519–543. doi: 10.1177/1079063211429469. 
310 
 
Harland, A. (ed.) (1996) Choosing correctional options that work: defining the demand and 
evaluating the supply. Thousand Oaks: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
Harm, N. J. and Phillips, S. D. (2001) ‘You can’t go home again: Women and criminal 
recidivism’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 32(3), pp. 3–21. doi: 
10.1300/J076v32n03_02. 
Harper, G. and Chitty, C. (2005) The impact of corrections on offending: a review of ‘what 
works’. Home Office Research, Development and Statistics Directorate. London: Home 
Office. 
Hart, E. L. (2017) ‘Women prisoners and the drive for desistance: capital and 
responsibilization as a barrier to change’, Women & Criminal Justice, 27(3), pp. 151–169. 
doi: 10.1080/08974454.2016.1217814. 
Hart, W. and Healy, D. (2018) ‘“An inside job”: An autobiographical account of desistance’, 
European Journal of Probation, 10(2), pp. 103–119. doi: 10.1177/2066220318783426. 
Hartfree, Y., Dearden, C. and Pound, E. (2008) High hopes: supporting ex-prisoners in their 
lives after prison. Centre for Research in Social Policy: Department for Work and Pensions. 
Available at: https://www4.shu.ac.uk/research/cresr/sites/shu.ac.uk/files/high-hopes-
supporting-exprisoners.pdf (Accessed: 5 August 2019). 
Hastings, S. L. (2010) ‘Triangulation’, in Salkind, N. (ed.) Encyclopedia of research design. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. doi: 10.4135/9781412961288.n469. 
Haynie, D. L., Whichard, C., Kreager, D. A., Schaefer, D. R. and Wakefield, S. (2018) 
‘Social networks and health in a prison unit’, Journal of Health and Social Behavior, 59(3), 
pp. 318–334. doi: 10.1177/0022146518790935. 
Healy, D. (2012) The dynamics of desistance. Abingdon: Routledge. 
Healy, D. (2013) ‘Changing fate? Agency and the desistance process’, Theoretical 
Criminology, 17(4), pp. 557–574. 
Healy, D. (2014) ‘Becoming a desister: Exploring the role of agency, coping and imagination 
in the construction of a new self’, British Journal of Criminology, 54(5), pp. 873–891. doi: 
10.1093/bjc/azu048. 
Healy, D. and O’Donnell, I. (2008) ‘Calling time on crime: Motivation, generativity and 
agency in Irish probationers’, Probation Journal, 55(1), pp. 25–38. doi: 
10.1177/0264550507085676. 
Heidemann, G., Cederbaum, J. A., Martinez, S. and LeBel, T. P. (2016) ‘Wounded healers: 
How formerly incarcerated women help themselves by helping others’, Punishment & 
Society, 18(1), pp. 3–26. doi: 10.1177/1462474515623101. 
van der Helm, G. H. P., Kuiper, C. H. Z. and Stams, G. J. J. M. (2018) ‘Group climate and 
treatment motivation in secure residential and forensic youth care from the perspective of self 
determination theory’, Children and Youth Services Review, 93, pp. 339–344. doi: 
10.1016/j.childyouth.2018.07.028. 
311 
 
van der Helm, G. H. P., Wissink, I. B., De Jongh, T. and Stams, G. J. J. M. (2013) 
‘Measuring treatment motivation in secure juvenile facilities’, International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 57(8), pp. 996–1008. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X12443798. 
van der Helm, P., Boekee, I., Jan Stams, G. and van der Laan, P. (2011) ‘Fear is the key: 
keeping the balance between flexibility and control in a Dutch youth prison’, Journal of 
Children’s Services, 6(4), pp. 248–263. doi: 10.1108/17466661111190947. 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons (2016) Life in prison: Peer support. London. Available 
at: https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprisons/wp-
content/uploads/sites/4/2016/01/Peer-support-findings-paper-final-draft.pdf (Accessed: 23 
April 2018). 
Herrschaft, B. A., Veysey, B. M., Tubman-Carbone, H. R. and Christian, J. (2009) ‘Gender 
differences in the transformation narrative: implications for revised reentry strategies for 
female offenders’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 48(6), pp. 463–482. doi: 
10.1080/10509670903081250. 
Hettema, J., Steele, J. and Miller, W. R. (2005) ‘Motivational interviewing’, Annual Review 
of Clinical Psychology, 1(1), pp. 91–111. doi: 10.1146/annurev.clinpsy.1.102803.143833. 
Higginbottom, G. M. A. (2004) ‘Sampling issues in qualitative research’, Nurse Researcher, 
12(1), pp. 7–19. doi: 10.7748/nr2004.07.12.1.7.c5927. 
Hiller, M. L., Knight, K., Leukefeld, C. and Simpson, D. D. (2002) ‘Motivation as a predictor 
of therapeutic engagement in mandated residential substance abuse treatment’, Criminal 
Justice and Behavior, 29(1), pp. 56–75. doi: 10.1177/0093854802029001004. 
HMPPS (2017) HM Prison and Probation Service Business Plan 2017/18. HMPSS 
Communications. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/668256/HMPPS_Business_Plan_2017_to_2018.pdf (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Hodgins, H. S., Koestner, R. and Duncan, N. (1996) ‘On the compatibility of autonomy and 
relatedness’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(3), pp. 227–237. 
Hogan, N. L., Barton-Bellessa, S. M. and Lambert, E. G. (2015) ‘Forced to change: staff and 
inmate perceptions of involuntary treatment and its effects’, Applied Psychology in Criminal 
Justice, 11(1), p. 21. 
Holdsworth, E., Bowen, E., Brown, S. and Howat, D. (2014) ‘Offender engagement in group 
programs and associations with offender characteristics and treatment factors: a review’, 
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19(2), pp. 102–121. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2014.01.004. 
Hollin, C. R. (2011) ‘A short history of corrections. The rise, fall, and resurrection of 
rehabilitation through treatment’, in Dvoskin, J. A., Skeem, J. L., Novaco, R. W., and 
Douglas, K. S. (eds.) Using social science to reduce violent offending. 1st edn. Oxford 
University Press. 
Hollin, C. R. and Bilby, C. (2007) ‘Addressing offending behaviour: “what works” and 
beyond’, in Jewkes, Y. (ed.) Handbook on prisons. 1st edn. Devon: Willan, pp. 608–628. 
312 
 
Hollin, C. R. and Palmer, E. J. (2006a) ‘Criminogenic need and women offenders: a critique 
of the literature’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 11(2), pp. 179–195. doi: 
10.1348/135532505X57991. 
Hollin, C. R. and Palmer, E. J. (2006b) ‘Offending behaviour programmes: history and 
development’, in Hollin, C. R. and Palmer, E. J. (eds.) Offending behaviour programmes: 
development, application and controversies. 1st edn. Chichester: Wiley, pp. 207–246. 
Holloway, I. (1997) Basic concepts for qualitative research. London: Wiley-Blackwell. 
Honeywell, D. (2016) Transforming identities through higher education. The Howard 
League for Penal Reform, pp. 25–30. Available at: https://howardleague.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/09/ECAN-Bulletin-Issue-28-February-2016.pdf (Accessed: 27 January 
2019). 
Hough, M. (2010) ‘Gold standard or fool’s gold? The pursuit of certainty in experimental 
criminology’, Criminology and Criminal Justice, 10(1), pp. 11–22. doi: 
10.1177/1748895809352597. 
House of Commons Justice Committee (2013) Women offenders: after the Corston Report. 
Available at: https://www.parliament.uk/documents/commons-committees/Justice/Women-
offenders.pdf (Accessed: 22 August 2016). 
Howard League for Penal Reform (2015) Report on the inquiry into preventing unnecessary 
criminalisation of women. Available at: https://howardleague.org/wp-
content/uploads/2016/02/APPG_final.pdf (Accessed: 30 July 2019). 
Howard League for Penal Reform (2016) Preventing prison suicide. Available at: 
https://howardleague.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/11/Preventing-prison-suicide-report.pdf 
(Accessed: 22 October 2018). 
Howells, K. (2000) The psycho-social environment (PSE) of prisons and its relationship to 
recidivism. Available at: 
http://citeseerx.ist.psu.edu/viewdoc/download?doi=10.1.1.194.996&rep=rep1&type=pdf 
(Accessed: 4 April 2017). 
Howells, K. and Day, A. (2003) ‘Readiness for anger management: clinical and theoretical 
issues’, Clinical Psychology Review, 23(2), pp. 319–337. 
Hubbard, D. J. (2007) ‘Getting the most out of correctional treatment: Testing the 
responsivity principle on male and female offenders’, Federal Probation, 71(1), pp. 2–8. 
Hucklesby, A. and Wincup, E. (2014) ‘Assistance, support and monitoring? The paradoxes of 
mentoring adults in the criminal justice system’, Journal of Social Policy, 43(02), pp. 373–
390. doi: 10.1017/S0047279413001013. 
Hughes, J. (2005) Doing the arts justice: a review of research literature, practice and theory. 
Available at: 
http://webarchive.nationalarchives.gov.uk/+/http:/www.culture.gov.uk/NR/rdonlyres/D4B44
5EE-4BCC-4F6C-A87A-C55A0D45D205/0/Doingartsjusticefinal.pdf (Accessed: 22 March 
2017). 
313 
 
Hulley, J. L. (2016) ‘“While this does not in any way excuse my conduct . . . ”: the role of 
treatment and neutralizations in desistance from sexual offending’, International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 60(15), pp. 1776–1790. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X16668177. 
Hunter, B. A., Lanza, A. S., Lawlor, M., Dyson, W. and Gordon, D. M. (2016) ‘A strengths-
based approach to prisoner reentry: The Fresh Start Prisoner Reentry Program’, International 
Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 60(11), pp. 1298–1314. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X15576501. 
Hunter, G. and Boyce, I. (2009) ‘Preparing for employment: prisoners’ experience of 
participating in a prison training programme’, The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 
48(2), pp. 117–131. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-2311.2008.00551.x. 
Hunter, V. and Greer, K. (2011) ‘Filling in the holes: the ongoing search for self among 
incarcerated women anticipating reentry’, Women & Criminal Justice, 21(3), pp. 198–224. 
doi: 10.1080/08974454.2011.584462. 
International Centre for Prison Studies (2002) ‘We don’t waste prisoners’’ time and we don’t 
waste bicycles": the impact of restorative work in prisons’. Available at: 
http://www.prisonstudies.org/sites/default/files/resources/downloads/restorative_justice_1.pd
f (Accessed: 5 August 2019). 
Irwin, J. (1987) ‘Reflections on ethnography’, Journal of Contemporary Ethnography, 16(1), 
pp. 41–48. doi: 10.1177/0891241687161003. 
Irwin, T. (2008) ‘The “inside” story: Practitioner perspectives on teaching in prison’, The 
Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 47(5), pp. 512–528. doi: 10.1111/j.1468-
2311.2008.00536.x. 
Izzo, R. L. and Ross, R. R. (1990) ‘Meta-analysis of rehabilitation programs for juvenile 
delinquents: a brief report’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17(1), pp. 134–142. doi: 
10.1177/0093854890017001008. 
Jackson, A. L. (2009) ‘The impact of restorative justice on the development of guilt, shame, 
and empathy among participants in a victim impact training program’, Victims & Offenders, 
4(1), pp. 1–24. doi: 10.1080/15564880801938185. 
Jackson, M. L. and Innes, C. A. (2000) ‘Affective predictors of voluntary inmate program 
participation’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 30(3–4), pp. 1–19. doi: 
10.1300/J076v30n03_01. 
Jacobson, J. and Fair, H. (2017) Sense of self and responsibility: a review of learning from 
the Winston Churchill Memorial Trust Prison Reform Fellowships – Part V. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/WCMT/sense_of_self_FINAL.pdf 
(Accessed: 5 January 2018). 
Jaffe, M. (2011) The Listener Scheme in prisons: final report on the research findings. 
Available at: 
http://www.samaritans.org/sites/default/files/kcfinder/files/research/Peer%20Support%20in%
20Prison%20Communities.pdf (Accessed: 27 February 2018). 
314 
 
Jewkes, Y. (2005) ‘Loss, liminality and the life sentence: managing identity through a 
disrupted lifecourse’, in Liebling, A. and Maruna, S. (eds.) The effects of imprisonment. 
Cullompton: Willan, pp. 366–388. 
Johns, D. (2018) ‘Supporting transitions from prison: recognising reintegrative ritual in 
everyday practice’, in. British Society of Criminology annual conference: Transforming 
criminology: rethinking crime in a changing world, 3-6 July, Birmingham City University. 
Joiner, T. E., Sheldon, K. M., Williams, G. and Pettit, J. (2006) ‘The integration of self-
determination principles and scientifically informed treatments is the next tier’, Clinical 
Psychology: Science and Practice, 10(3), pp. 318–319. doi: 10.1093/clipsy.bpg028. 
Jolliffe, D. and Farrington, D. P. (2004) ‘Empathy and offending: a systematic review and 
meta-analysis’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 9(5), pp. 441–476. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2003.03.001. 
Jolliffe, D. and Murray, J. (2012) ‘Lack of empathy and offending: implications for 
tomorrow’s research and practice’, in Loeber, R. and Welsh, B. C. (eds.) The future of 
criminology. Oxford University Press, pp. 62–69. 
Jones, L., Brookes, M. and Shuker, R. (2013) ‘An exploration of cultural sensitivity: the 
experiences of offenders within a therapeutic community prison’, Race and Justice, 3(2), pp. 
144–158. doi: 10.1177/2153368713483324. 
Jones, R. S. (1995) ‘Uncovering the hidden social world: insider research in prison’, Journal 
of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 11(2), pp. 106–118. 
van der Kaap-Deeder, J., Audenaert, E., Vandevelde, S., Soenens, B., Van Mastrigt, S., 
Mabbe, E. and Vansteenkiste, M. (2017) ‘Choosing when choices are limited: the role of 
perceived afforded choice and autonomy in prisoners’ well-being’, Law and Human 
Behavior, 41(6), pp. 567–578. doi: 10.1037/lhb0000259. 
Kasser, T. (1996) ‘Aspirations and well-being in a prison setting’, Journal of Applied Social 
Psychology, 26(15), pp. 1367–1377. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-1816.1996.tb00076.x. 
Kasser, T. and Ryan, R. M. (1996) ‘Further examining the American Dream: Differential 
correlates of intrinsic and extrinsic goals’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 22(3), 
pp. 280–287. 
Kavanagh, L. and Borrill, J. (2013) ‘Exploring the experiences of ex-offender mentors’, 
Probation Journal, 60(4), pp. 400–414. doi: 10.1177/0264550513502247. 
Kazemian, L. (2007) ‘Desistance from crime: Theoretical, empirical, methodological, and 
policy considerations’, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 23(1), pp. 5–27. doi: 
10.1177/1043986206298940. 
Kazemian, L. and Travis, J. (2015) ‘Imperative for inclusion of long termers and lifers in 
research and policy: forgotten prisoners’, Criminology & Public Policy, 14(2), pp. 355–395. 
doi: 10.1111/1745-9133.12126. 
315 
 
Keller, R. L. (1993) ‘Some unanticipated positive effects of a juvenile awareness program on 
adult inmate counselors’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 37(1), pp. 75–83. doi: 10.1177/0306624X9303700107. 
Kendall, K. (2004) ‘Dangerous thinking: a critical history of correctional cognitive 
behaviouralism’, in Mair, G. (ed.) What matters in probation work? Devon: Willan, pp. 53–
89. Available at: https://eprints.soton.ac.uk/37772/ (Accessed: 30 October 2018). 
Kendall, K. (2011) ‘Time to think again about cognitive behavioural programmes’, in Carlen, 
P. (ed.) Women and punishment: the struggle for justice. Abingdon, Oxon: Routledge, pp. 
182–198. 
Kennedy, K. and Gregoire, T. K. (2009) ‘Theories of motivation in addiction treatment: 
testing the relationship of the Transtheoretical Model of Change and Self-Determination 
Theory’, Journal of Social Work Practice in the Addictions, 9(2), pp. 163–183. doi: 
10.1080/15332560902852052. 
Khan, Z. (2016) ‘An exploration of prisoners’ perceptions of the Incentives and Earned 
Privileges (IEP) scheme: the role of legitimacy’, The Prison Service Journal, 227, pp. 11–16. 
King, N. and Horrocks, C. (2010) Interviews in qualitative research. 1st edn. Los Angeles: 
Sage Publications Ltd. 
King, S. (2012) ‘Transformative agency and desistance from crime’, Criminology & Criminal 
Justice, 13(3), pp. 317–335. 
King, S. (2013a) ‘Assisted desistance and experiences of probation supervision’, Probation 
Journal, 60(2), pp. 136–151. doi: 10.1177/0264550513478320. 
King, S. (2013b) ‘Early desistance narratives: a qualitative analysis of probationers’ 
transitions towards desistance’, Punishment & Society, 15(2), pp. 147–165. doi: 
10.1177/1462474513477790. 
Kirkwood, S. (2016) ‘Desistance in action: an interactional approach to criminal justice 
practice and desistance from offending’, Theoretical Criminology, 20(2), pp. 220–237. doi: 
10.1177/1362480615607624. 
Kjelsberg, E., Skoglund, T. H. and Rustad, A.-B. (2007) ‘Attitudes towards prisoners, as 
reported by prison inmates, prison employees and college students’, BMC Public Health, 
7(71), pp. 1–9. doi: 10.1186/1471-2458-7-71. 
Klein, N. A., Sondag, K. A. and Drolet, J. C. (1994) ‘Understanding volunteer peer health 
educators’ motivations: applying social learning theory’, Journal of American College 
Health, 43(3), pp. 126–130. 
Klenowski, P. M., Bell, K. J. and Dodson, K. D. (2010) ‘An empirical evaluation of juvenile 
awareness programs in the United States: can juveniles be “Scared Straight”?’, Journal of 
Offender Rehabilitation, 49(4), pp. 254–272. doi: 10.1080/10509671003716068. 
Knight, D. K., Joe, G. W., Crawley, R. D., Becan, J. E., Dansereau, D. F. and Flynn, P. M. 
(2016) ‘The effectiveness of the Treatment Readiness and Induction Program (TRIP) for 
316 
 
improving during-treatment outcomes’, Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 62, pp. 20–
27. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2015.11.007. 
Knight, K., Hiller, M. L., Broome, K. M. and Simpson, D. D. (2000) ‘Legal pressure, 
treatment readiness, and engagement in long-term residential programs’, Journal of Offender 
Rehabilitation, 31(1–2), pp. 101–115. doi: 10.1300/J076v31n01_07. 
Koestner, R. and Losier, G. F. (2002) ‘Distinguishing three ways of being highly motivated: a 
closer look at introjection, identification, and intrinsic motivation’, in Deci, E. L. and Ryan, 
R. M. (eds.) Handbook of self-determination research. Rochester, NY: University of 
Rochester Press, pp. 101–121. 
Koestner, R., Ryan, R. M., Bernieri, F. and Holt, K. (1984) ‘Setting limits on children’s 
behavior: the differential effects of controlling vs. informational styles on intrinsic motivation 
and creativity’, Journal of Personality, 52(3), pp. 233–248. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
6494.1984.tb00879.x. 
Koka, A. and Hagger, M. S. (2010) ‘Perceived teaching behaviors and self-determined 
motivation in physical education: a test of Self-Determination Theory’, Research Quarterly 
for Exercise and Sport, 81(1), pp. 74–86. doi: 10.1080/02701367.2010.10599630. 
Kolind, T., Frank, V. A. and Dahl, H. (2010) ‘Drug treatment or alleviating the negative 
consequences of imprisonment? A critical view of prison-based drug treatment in Denmark’, 
International Journal of Drug Policy, 21(1), pp. 43–48. doi: 10.1016/j.drugpo.2009.03.002. 
Koons, B. A., Burrow, J. D., Morash, M. and Bynum, T. (1997) ‘Expert and offender 
perceptions of program elements linked to successful outcomes for incarcerated women’, 
Crime & Delinquency, 43(4), pp. 512–532. doi: 10.1177/0011128797043004007. 
Kopak, A. M., Dean, L. V., Proctor, S. L., Miller, L. and Hoffmann, N. G. (2015) 
‘Effectiveness of the rehabilitation for addicted prisoners trust (RAPt) programme’, Journal 
of Substance Use, 20(4), pp. 254–261. doi: 10.3109/14659891.2014.904938. 
Kozar, C. J. and Day, A. (2012) ‘The therapeutic alliance in offending behavior programs: a 
necessary and sufficient condition for change?’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 17(5), pp. 
482–487. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2012.07.004. 
Kreager, D. A., Bouchard, M., De Leon, G., Schaefer, D. R., Soyer, M., Young, J. T. N. and 
Zajac, G. (2018) ‘A Life Course and Networks Approach to Prison Therapeutic 
Communities’, in Alwin, D. F., Felmlee, D. H., and Kreager, D. A. (eds.) Social networks 
and the life course: integrating the development of human lives and social relational 
networks. 1st edn. Cham, Switzerland: Springer International Publishing, pp. 433–451. doi: 
10.1007/978-3-319-71544-5_20. 
Kreager, D. A., Schaefer, D. R., Bouchard, M., Haynie, D. L., Wakefield, S., Young, J. and 
Zajac, G. (2016) ‘Toward a criminology of inmate networks’, Justice Quarterly, 33(6), pp. 
1000–1028. doi: 10.1080/07418825.2015.1016090. 
Kunda, Z. and Schwartz, S. H. (1983) ‘Undermining intrinsic moral motivation: External 
reward and self-presentation’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(4), pp. 763–
771. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.45.4.763. 
317 
 
Kwasnicka, D., Dombrowski, S. U., White, M. and Sniehotta, F. (2016) ‘Theoretical 
explanations for maintenance of behaviour change: a systematic review of behaviour 
theories’, Health Psychology Review, 10(3), pp. 277–296. doi: 
10.1080/17437199.2016.1151372. 
van der Laan, A. and Eichelsheim, V. (2013) ‘Juvenile adaptation to imprisonment: Feelings 
of safety, autonomy and well-being, and behaviour in prison’, European Journal of 
Criminology, 10(4), pp. 424–443. 
Lafferty, L., Chambers, G. M., Guthrie, J. and Butler, T. (2015) ‘Indicators of social capital 
in prison: a systematic review’, Health & Justice, 3(7), pp. 1–11. doi: 10.1186/s40352-015-
0020-8. 
Lamont, M. and Kennelly, M. (2012) ‘A qualitative exploration of participant motives among 
committed amateur triathletes’, Leisure Sciences, 34(3), pp. 236–255. doi: 
10.1080/01490400.2012.669685. 
Landenberger, N. A. and Lipsey, M. W. (2005) ‘The positive effects of cognitive–behavioral 
programs for offenders: a meta-analysis of factors associated with effective treatment’, 
Journal of Experimental Criminology, 1(4), pp. 451–476. 
Lane, J., Turner, S. and Flores, C. (2004) ‘Researcher-practitioner collaboration in 
community corrections: Overcoming hurdles for successful partnerships’, Criminal Justice 
Review, 29(1), pp. 97–114. 
Langan, N. P. and Pelissier, B. M. M. (2001) ‘Gender differences among prisoners in drug 
treatment’, Journal of Substance Abuse, 13(3), pp. 291–301. doi: 10.1016/S0899-
3289(01)00083-9. 
Latessa, E. J. (1999) ‘What works in correctional intervention’, Southern Illinois University 
Law Journal, 23, pp. 415–425. 
Latessa, E. J. and Lowenkamp, C. T. (2006) ‘What works in reducing recidivism?’, 
University of St. Thomas Law Journal, 3(3), pp. 521–535. 
Laub, J. H. and Sampson, R. J. (2001) ‘Understanding desistance from crime’, Crime and 
Justice, 28, pp. 1–69. 
Laub, J. H. and Sampson, R. J. (2003) Shared beginnings, divergent Lives: delinquent boys to 
age 70. Cambridge: Harvard University Press. 
Laursen, J. and Laws, B. (2017) ‘Honour and respect in Danish prisons: Contesting 
“cognitive distortions” in cognitive-behavioural programmes’, Punishment & Society, 19(1), 
pp. 74–95. doi: 10.1177/1462474516649175. 
Lebel, T. P. (2007) ‘An examination of the impact of formerly incarcerated persons helping 
others’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 46(1–2), pp. 1–24. doi: 
10.1080/10509670802071485. 
LeBel, T. P., Burnett, R., Maruna, S. and Bushway, S. (2008) ‘The `chicken and egg’ of 
subjective and social factors in desistance from crime’, European Journal of Criminology, 
5(2), pp. 131–159. doi: 10.1177/1477370807087640. 
318 
 
LeBel, T. P., Richie, M. and Maruna, S. (2015) ‘Helping others as a response to reconcile a 
criminal past: the role of the wounded healer in prisoner reentry programs’, Criminal Justice 
and Behavior, 42(1), pp. 108–120. 
Lee, M. Y., Uken, A. and Sebold, J. (2007) ‘Role of self-determined goals in predicting 
recidivism in domestic violence offenders’, Research on Social Work Practice, 17(1), pp. 30–
41. doi: 10.1177/1049731506294375. 
Leeming (2019) ‘How one-to-one conversations are helping make prisons safer’, Working in 
the prison service. Available at: https://prisonjobs.blog.gov.uk/2019/04/25/how-one-to-one-
conversations-are-helping-make-prisons-safer/ (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Legault, L. (2017) ‘Self-determination theory’, in Zeigler-Hill, V. and Shackelford, T. K. 
(eds.) Encyclopedia of personality and individual differences. Cham, Switzerland: Springer 
International Publishing, pp. 1–9. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-28099-8_1162-1. 
Lepper, M., R., Corpus, J. H. and Iyengar, S. S. (2005) ‘Intrinsic and extrinsic motivational 
orientations in the classroom: Age differences and academic correlates’, Journal of 
Educational Psychology, 97(2), pp. 184–196. 
Leung, L. (2015) ‘Validity, reliability, and generalizability in qualitative research’, Journal of 
Family Medicine and Primary Care, 4(3), pp. 324–327. doi: 10.4103/2249-4863.161306. 
Levenson, J. and Farrant, F. (2002) ‘Unlocking potential: active citizenship and volunteering 
by prisoners’, Probation Journal, 49(3), pp. 195–204. doi: 10.1177/026455050204900302. 
Levesque, D. A., Gelles, R. J. and Velicer, W. F. (2000) ‘Development and validation of a 
Stages of Change measure for men in batterer treatment’, Cognitive Therapy and Research, 
71(5), pp. 175–199. 
Levin, K. A. (2006) ‘Study design III: Cross-sectional studies’, Evidence-Based Dentistry, 
7(1), pp. 24–25. doi: 10.1038/sj.ebd.6400375. 
Liebling, A. (1999) ‘Doing research in prison: breaking the silence?’, Theoretical 
Criminology, 3(2), pp. 147–173. 
Liebling, A. (2001) ‘Whose side are we on? Theory, practice and allegiances in prisons 
research’, British Journal of Criminology, 41, pp. 472–484. 
Liebling, A. (2004) Prisons and their moral performance: a study of values, quality, and 
prison life. Oxford: Oxford University Press. 
Liebling, A. (2008) ‘Incentives and Earned Privileges revisited: Fairness, discretion, and the 
quality of prison life’, Journal of Scandinavian Studies in Criminology and Crime 
Prevention, 9(sup1), pp. 25–41. doi: 10.1080/14043850802450773. 
Liebling, A. (2011) ‘Distinctions and distinctiveness in the work of prison officers: 
Legitimacy and authority revisited’, European Journal of Criminology, 8(6), pp. 484–499. 
Liebling, A. (2012) ‘Can human beings flourish in prison?’, in. Prison Phoenix Trust lecture, 
London, 29 May 2012. Available at: 
319 
 
http://www.artsevidence.org.uk/media/uploads/evaluation-downloads/can-human-beings-
flourish-in-prison---alison-liebling---may-2012.pdf (Accessed: 4 January 2019). 
Liebling, A. and Arnold, H. (2012) ‘Social relationships between prisoners in a maximum 
security prison: Violence, faith, and the declining nature of trust’, Journal of Criminal 
Justice, 40(5), pp. 413–424. doi: 10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2012.06.003. 
Liebling, A., Arnold, H. and Straub, C. (2011) An exploration of staff - prisoner relationships 
at HMP Whitemoor: 12 years on. Available at: 
https://www.prc.crim.cam.ac.uk/publications/whitemoor-report (Accessed: 5 January 2018). 
Liebling, A., Hulley, S. and Crewe, B. (2011) ‘Conceptualising and measuring the quality of 
prison life’, in Gadd, D., Karstedt, S., and Messner, S. F. (eds.) The SAGE handbook of 
criminological research methods. SAGE Publications Ltd, pp. 358–372. 
Liebling, A., Laws, B., Lieber, E., Auty, K., Schmidt, B. E., Crewe, B., Gardom, J., Kant, D. 
and Morey, M. (2019) ‘Are hope and possibility achievable in prison?’, The Howard Journal 
of Crime and Justice, 58(1), pp. 104–126. doi: 10.1111/hojo.12303. 
Liebling, A., Price, D. and Elliott, C. (1999) ‘Appreciative inquiry and relationships in 
prison’, Punishment & Society, 1(1), pp. 71–98. doi: 10.1177/14624749922227711. 
Liem, M. and Richardson, N. J. (2014) ‘The role of transformation narratives in desistance 
among released lifers’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 41(6), pp. 692–712. doi: 
10.1177/0093854813515445. 
Lin, A. C. (2002) Reform in the making : the implementation of social policy in prison. 
Princeton, US: Princeton University Press. Available at: 
http://site.ebrary.com/lib/alltitles/docDetail.action?docID=10035876 (Accessed: 6 September 
2016). 
Lindsay, W. R., Ward, T., Morgan, T. and Wilson, I. (2007) ‘Self-regulation of sex 
offending, future pathways and the Good Lives Model: Applications and problems’, Journal 
of Sexual Aggression, 13(1), pp. 37–50. doi: 10.1080/13552600701365613. 
Linn-Walton, R. and Maschi, T. (2015) ‘Insight, motivation and outcome in drug treatment 
for offenders: a review of the recent literature’, Journal of Addiction Research & Therapy, 
6(1), p. 210. doi: 10.4172/2155-6105.1000210. 
Lipsey, M., Landenberger, N. and Wilson, S. (2007) Effects of cognitive-behavioral 
programs for criminal offenders. Available at: 
https://campbellcollaboration.org/media/k2/attachments/1028_R.pdf (Accessed: 16 July 
2016). 
Lipsey, M. W. (1999) ‘Can rehabilitative programs reduce the recidivism of juvenile 
offenders? An inquiry into the effectiveness of practical programs’, Virginia Journal of 
Social Policy & The Law, 6(3), pp. 611–641. 
Lipsey, M. W. (2009) ‘The primary factors that characterize effective interventions with 
juvenile offenders: a meta-analytic overview’, Victims & Offenders, 4(2), pp. 124–147. doi: 
10.1080/15564880802612573. 
320 
 
Lipsey, M. W., Chapman, G. L. and Landenberger, N. A. (2001) ‘Cognitive-behavioral 
programs for offenders’, The Annalls of the American Academy of Political and Social 
Science, 578(1), pp. 144–157. doi: 10.1177/000271620157800109. 
Lipsey, M. W. and Cullen, F. T. (2007) ‘The effectiveness of correctional rehabilitation: A 
review of systematic reviews’, Annual Review of Law and Social Science, 3, pp. 297–320. 
Lipsey, M. W. and Wilson, D. B. (1998) ‘Effective intervention for serious juvenile 
offenders: a synthesis of research’, in Loeber, R. and Farrington, D. P. (eds.) Serious & 
violent juvenile offenders: risk factors and successful interventions. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
Sage Publications, Inc, pp. 313–345. 
Litalien, D., Guay, F. and Morin, A. J. S. (2015) ‘Motivation for PhD studies: Scale 
development and validation’, Learning and Individual Differences, 41, pp. 1–13. doi: 
10.1016/j.lindif.2015.05.006. 
Littell, J., H. and Girvin, H. (2002) ‘Stages of Change: a critique’, Behavior Modification, 
26(2), pp. 223–273. 
Lloyd, C. D. and Serin, R. C. (2012) ‘Agency and outcome expectancies for crime desistance: 
measuring offenders’ personal beliefs about change†’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 18(6), pp. 
543–565. doi: 10.1080/1068316X.2010.511221. 
Lloyd, C., Page, G. W., Liebling, A., Grace, S. E., Roberts, P., McKeganey, N., Russell, C. 
and Kougiali, Z. (2017) ‘A short ride on the penal merry-go-round: relationships between 
prison officers and prisoners within UK Drug Recovery Wings’, Prison Service Journal, 230, 
pp. 3–14. 
Looman, J. and Abracen, J. (2013) ‘The risk need responsivity model of offender 
rehabilitation: is there really a need for a paradigm shift?’, International Journal of 
Behavioral Consultation and Therapy, 8(3–4), pp. 30–36. doi: 10.1037/h0100980. 
Lopez Viets, V., Walker, D., D. and Miller, W., R. (2002) ‘What is motivation to change? A 
scientific analysis’, in McMurran, M. (ed.) Motivating offenders to change: a guide to 
enhancing engagement in therapy. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons Ltd, pp. 15–30. 
Lord, A. (2016) ‘Integrating risk, the Good Lives Model and recovery for mentally 
disordered sexual offenders’, Journal of Sexual Aggression, 22(1), pp. 107–122. doi: 
10.1080/13552600.2014.975164. 
Lösel, F. (1995) ‘The efficacy of correctional treatment: a review and synthesis of meta-
evaluations’, in McGuire, J. (ed.) What works: reducing reoffending: guidelines from 
research and practice. 1st edn. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons, pp. 79–111. 
Lowenkamp, C. T. (2004) Correctional program integrity and treatment effectiveness: a 
multi -site, program -level analysis. PhD thesis. University of Cincinnati. Available at: 
http://search.proquest.com/docview/305201397/abstract/A36CDEDD4113477DPQ/1 
(Accessed: 19 October 2016). 
Lowenkamp, C. T., Latessa, E. J. and Smith, P. (2006) ‘Does correctional program quality 
really matter? The impact of adhering to the principles of effective intervention*’, 
Criminology & Public Policy, 5(3), pp. 575–594. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9133.2006.00388.x. 
321 
 
Lyness, J. M., Lurie, S. J., Ward, D. S., Mooney, C. J. and Lambert, D. R. (2013) ‘Engaging 
students and faculty: implications of self-determination theory for teachers and leaders in 
academic medicine’, BMC Medical Education, 13(1), p. 151. doi: 10.1186/1472-6920-13-
151. 
Mabbe, E., Soenens, B., De Muynck, G.-J. and Vansteenkiste, M. (2018) ‘The impact of 
feedback valence and communication style on intrinsic motivation in middle childhood: 
Experimental evidence and generalization across individual differences’, Journal of 
Experimental Child Psychology, 170, pp. 134–160. doi: 10.1016/j.jecp.2018.01.008. 
MacPherson, K. (2017) ‘Governmentalities, tertiary desistance and the responsibilisation 
deficit’, Discovering desistance. Available at: 
https://blogs.iriss.org.uk/discoveringdesistance/2017/09/15/governmentalities-tertiary-
desistance-and-the-responsibilisation-deficit/ (Accessed: 5 August 2018). 
Magee, H. (2011) Peer support in prison healthcare: an investigation into the listening 
scheme in one adult male prison. Available at: 
http://gala.gre.ac.uk/7767/1/helenDraft_Listener_report_27_091_doc-finalversion2.pdf 
(Accessed: 27 February 2018). 
Maggioni, M. A., Rossignoli, D., Beretta, S. and Balestri, S. (2018) ‘Trust behind bars: 
measuring change in inmates’ prosocial preferences’, Journal of Economic Psychology, 64, 
pp. 89–104. doi: 10.1016/j.joep.2017.12.003. 
Maguire, M. (2004) ‘The Crime Reduction Programme in England and Wales: Reflections on 
the vision and the reality’, Criminology and Criminal Justice, 4(3), pp. 213–237. doi: 
10.1177/1466802504048463. 
Maguire, M., Grubin, D., Lösel, F. and Raynor, P. (2010) ‘“What Works” and the 
Correctional Services Accreditation Panel: Taking stock from an inside perspective’, 
Criminology and Criminal Justice, 10(1), pp. 37–58. doi: 10.1177/1748895809352651. 
Maharaj, N. (2016) ‘Using field notes to facilitate critical reflection’, Reflective Practice, 
17(2), pp. 114–124. doi: 10.1080/14623943.2015.1134472. 
Mair, G. (2004) ‘Introduction: what works and what matters’, in Mair, G. (ed.) What matters 
in probation. Devon: Willan, pp. 1–11. doi: 10.4324/9781843924920-7. 
Manger, T., Eikeland, O., Diseth, Å., Hetland, H. and Asbjørnsen, A. (2010) ‘Prison inmates’ 
educational motives: are they pushed or pulled?’, Scandinavian Journal of Educational 
Research, 54(6), pp. 535–547. doi: 10.1080/00313831.2010.522844. 
Manger, T., Eikeland, O.-J. and Asbjørnsen, A. (2013) ‘Effects of educational motives on 
prisoners’ participation in education and educational desires’, European Journal on Criminal 
Policy and Research, 19(3), pp. 245–257. doi: 10.1007/s10610-012-9187-x. 
Mann, R. (2009) ‘Sex offender treatment: The case for manualization’, Journal of Sexual 
Aggression, 15(2), pp. 121–131. doi: 10.1080/13552600902907288. 
Mann, R. E., Ginsburg, J. I. D. and Weekes, J. R. (2002) ‘Motivational interviewing with 
offenders’, in McMurran, M. (ed.) Motivating offenders to change. West Sussex, England: 
John Wiley & Sons, Ltd, pp. 87–102. doi: 10.1002/9780470713471.ch6. 
322 
 
Mann, R. E., Howard, F. F. and Tew, J. (2018) ‘What is a rehabilitative prison culture?’, 
Prison Service Journal, 235, pp. 3–9. 
Markland, D., Ryan, R. M., Tobin, V. J. and Rollnick, S. (2005) ‘Motivational interviewing 
and self–determination theory’, Journal of Social and Clinical Psychology, 24(6), pp. 811–
831. 
Marlow, E. and Chesla, C. (2009) ‘Prison experiences and the reintegration of male parolees’, 
Advances in Nursing Science, 32(2), pp. E17–E29. doi: 10.1097/ANS.0b013e3181a3b36a. 
Marsh, B. (2011) ‘Narrating desistance: identity change and the 12-step script’, Irish 
Probation Journal, 8, pp. 49–68. 
Marshall, M. N. (1996) ‘Sampling for qualitative research’, Family Practice, 13(6), pp. 522–
525. 
Marshall, W. L. (2009) ‘Manualization: a blessing or a curse?’, Journal of Sexual Aggression, 
15(2), pp. 109–120. doi: 10.1080/13552600902907320. 
Marshall, W. L. and Burton, D. L. (2010) ‘The importance of group processes in offender 
treatment’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 15(2), pp. 141–149. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2009.08.008. 
Marshall, W. L. and Serran, G. A. (2004) ‘The role of the therapist in offender treatment’, 
Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(3), pp. 309–320. doi: 10.1080/10683160410001662799. 
Martin, K. K. (2012) The Transtheoretical Model of behaviour change and possible selves in 
criminal offenders. PhD thesis. University of Toronto. Available at: 
https://tspace.library.utoronto.ca/bitstream/1807/34803/1/martin_krystle_k_201211_PhD_the
sis.pdf (Accessed: 26 May 2019). 
Martin, K. and Stermac, L. (2010) ‘Measuring hope: is hope related to criminal behaviour in 
offenders?’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 54(5), 
pp. 693–705. doi: 10.1177/0306624X09336131. 
Martínez-Catena, A. and Redondo, S. (2017) ‘Psychological treatment and therapeutic 
change in incarcerated rapists’, The European Journal of Psychology Applied to Legal 
Context, 9(1), pp. 41–49. doi: 10.1016/j.ejpal.2016.11.001. 
Maruna, S. (1999) ‘Desistance and development: the psychosocial process of going straight’, 
in. British Criminology Conference, Queens University Belfast, 15-19 July 1997. Available 
at: http://britsoccrim.org/volume2/003.pdf (Accessed: 15 August 2016). 
Maruna, S. (2001) Making good: how ex-convicts reform and rebuild their lives. Washington 
D.C.: American Psychological Association. 
Maruna, S. (2010) Understanding desistance from crime. Available at: 
http://www.safeground.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/Desistance-Fact-Sheet.pdf (Accessed: 16 
July 2016). 
Maruna, S. (2017) ‘Desistance as a social movement*’, Irish Probation Journal, 14, pp. 5–
20. 
323 
 
Maruna, S. and Copes, H. (2005) ‘What have we learned from five decades of neutralization 
research?’, Crime and justice, 32, pp. 221–320. 
Maruna, S. and LeBel, T. P. (2003) ‘Welcome home? Examining the “reentry court” concept 
from a strengths-based perspective’, Western Criminology Review, 4(2), pp. 91–107. 
Maruna, S. and LeBel, T. P. (2009) ‘Strengths-based approaches to reentry: extra mileage 
toward reintegration and destigmatization’, Japanese Journal of Sociological Criminology, 
34, pp. 58–80. 
Maruna, S. and LeBel, T. P. (2010) ‘The desistance paradigm in correctional practice: from 
programs to lives’, in McNeill, F., Raynor, P., and Trotter, C. (eds.) Offender supervision: 
new directions in theory, research and practice. Abingdon, UK: Willan, pp. 65–89. 
Maruna, S., LeBel, T. P. and Lanier, C. S. (2004) ‘Generativity behind bars: some 
“redemptive truth” about prison society’, in de St. Aubin, E., McAdams, D. P., and Kim, T.-
C. (eds.) The generative society: caring for future generations. Washington: American 
Psychological Association, pp. 131–151. Available at: http://content.apa.org/books/10622-
009 (Accessed: 8 December 2016). 
Maruna, S., Lebel, T. P., Mitchell, N. and Naples, M. (2004) ‘Pygmalion in the reintegration 
process: Desistance from crime through the looking glass’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(3), 
pp. 271–281. doi: 10.1080/10683160410001662762. 
Maruna, S. and Mann, R. E. (2006) ‘A fundamental attribution error? Rethinking cognitive 
distortions†’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 11(2), pp. 155–177. doi: 
10.1348/135532506X114608. 
Maruna, S. and Ramsden, D. (2004) ‘Living to tell the tale: redemption narratives, shame 
management, and offender rehabilitation’, in Lieblich, A., McAdams, D. P., and Josselson, R. 
(eds.) Healing plots: the narrative basis of psychotherapy. Washington, DC: American 
Psychological Association, pp. 129–149. doi: 10.1037/10682-007. 
Maruna, S. and Roy, K. (2007) ‘Amputation or reconstruction? Notes on the concept of 
“knifing off” and desistance from crime’, Journal of Contemporary Criminal Justice, 23(1), 
pp. 104–124. doi: 10.1177/1043986206298951. 
Maruna, S. and Toch, H. (2005) ‘The impact of imprisonment on the desistance process’, in 
Travis, J. and Visher, C. (eds.) Prisoner reentry and crime in America. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, pp. 139–178. Available at: 
http://ebooks.cambridge.org/ref/id/CBO9780511813580A012 (Accessed: 8 December 2016). 
Maslow, A. H. (1943) ‘A theory of human motivation’, Psychological Review, 50(4), pp. 
430-437. 
Maxwell, Y., Day, A. and Casey, S. (2013) ‘Understanding the needs of vulnerable prisoners: 
the role of social and emotional wellbeing’, International Journal of Prisoner Health, 9(2), 
pp. 57–67. doi: 10.1108/17449201311326934. 
Mays, N. and Pope, C. (1995) ‘Rigour and qualitative research’, British Medical Journal, 
311, pp. 109–112. 
324 
 
McCarthy, D. and Adams, M. (2019) ‘Can family–prisoner relationships ever improve during 
incarceration? Examining the primary caregivers of incarcerated young men’, British Journal 
of Criminology, 59(2), pp. 378–395. 
McCarthy, D. and Brunton-Smith, I. (2018) ‘The effect of penal legitimacy on prisoners’ 
postrelease desistance’, Crime & Delinquency, 64(7), pp. 917–938. doi: 
10.1177/0011128716687291. 
McConnaughy, E. A., DiClemente, C. C., Prochaska, J. O. and Velicer, W. F. (1989) ‘Stages 
of change in psychotherapy: a follow-up report’, Psychotherapy: Theory, Research, Practice, 
Training, 26(4), pp. 494–503. doi: 10.1037/h0085468. 
McConnaughy, E. A., Prochaska, J. O. and Velicer, W. F. (1983) ‘Stages of change in 
psychotherapy: measurement and sample profiles’, Psychotherapy: Theory, Research & 
Practice, 20(3), pp. 368–375. doi: 10.1037/h0090198. 
McCulloch, T. (2005) ‘Probation, social context and desistance: Retracing the relationship’, 
Probation Journal, 52(1), pp. 8–22. doi: 10.1177/0264550505050623. 
McGuire, J. (2000) ‘Defining correctional programs’, Forum on Corrections Research, 12(2), 
pp. 5–9. 
McGuire, J. (ed.) (2002) Offender rehabilitation and treatment: effective programmes and 
policies to reduce re-offending. 1st edn. New York: Wiley. 
McGuire, J. (2008) ‘A review of effective interventions for reducing aggression and 
violence’, Philosophical Transactions: Biological Sciences, 363(1503), pp. 2577–2597. 
McGuire, J. and Priestley, P. (1995) ‘Reviewing “what works”: past, present and future’, in 
What works:  reducing reoffending:  guidelines from research and practice. Oxford, England: 
John Wiley & Sons, pp. 3–34. 
McGuire, M. (2015) ‘Evaluation research’, in Gilbert, N. and Stoneman, P. (eds.) 
Researching social life. 4th edn. Los Angeles: SAGE Publications Ltd, pp. 161–180. 
McGuire, W. J. (1961) ‘The effectiveness of supportive and refutational defenses in 
immunizing and restoring beliefs against persuasion’, Sociometry, 24(2), pp. 184–197. doi: 
10.2307/2786067. 
McIntosh, J. and Saville, E. (2006) ‘The challenges associated with drug treatment in prison’, 
Probation Journal, 53(3), pp. 230–247. doi: 10.1177/0264550506063570. 
McKeganey, N., Russell, C., Hamilton-Barclay, T., Barnard, M., Page, G., Lloyd, C., Grace, 
S. E., Templeton, L. and Bain, C. (2016) ‘Meeting the needs of prisoners with a drug or 
alcohol problem: no mean feat’, Drugs: Education, Prevention and Policy, 23(2), pp. 120–
126. doi: 10.3109/09687637.2016.1150965. 
McKendy, J. P. (2006) ‘“I’m very careful about that”: narrative and agency of men in prison’, 
Discourse & Society, 17(4), pp. 473–502. doi: 10.1177/0957926506063128. 
McKinney, D. and Cotronea, M. A. (2011) ‘Using self-determination theory in correctional 
education program development’, Journal of Correctional Education, 62(3), pp. 175–193. 
325 
 
McLean, R., Maitra, D. and Holligan, C. (2017) ‘Voices of quiet desistance in UK prisons: 
exploring emergence of new identities under desistance constraint’, The Howard Journal of 
Crime and Justice, 56(4), pp. 437–453. doi: 10.1111/hojo.12213. 
McMahon, A. (1997) ‘The role of therapy in prison’, Inside Out: The Irish Journal for 
Humanistic and Integrative Psychotherapy, (28). Available at: https://iahip.org/inside-
out/issue-28-spring-1997/the-role-of-therapy-in-prison (Accessed: 17 June 2019). 
McMahon, G. and Jump, D. (2018) ‘Starting to stop: young offenders’ desistance from 
crime’, Youth Justice, 18(1), pp. 3–17. doi: 10.1177/1473225417741223. 
McMurran, M. (2002) Motivating offenders to change: a guide to enhancing engagement in 
therapy. 1st edn. Chichester: John Wiley & Sons. 
McMurran, M. (2009) ‘Motivational interviewing with offenders: a systematic review’, Legal 
and Criminological Psychology, 14(1), pp. 83–100. doi: 10.1348/135532508X278326. 
McMurran, M. and McCulloch, A. (2007) ‘Why don’t offenders complete treatment? 
Prisoners’ reasons for non-completion of a cognitive skills programme’, Psychology, Crime 
& Law, 13(4), pp. 345–354. doi: 10.1080/10683160601060424. 
McMurran, M. and Theodosi, E. (2007) ‘Is treatment non-completion associated with 
increased reconviction over no treatment?’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 13(4), pp. 333–343. 
doi: 10.1080/10683160601060374. 
Mcmurran, M., Theodosi, E. and Sellen, J. (2006) ‘Measuring engagement in therapy and 
motivation to change in adult prisoners: a brief report’, Criminal Behaviour and Mental 
Health, 16(2), pp. 124–129. doi: 10.1002/cbm.625. 
McMurran, M., Theodosi, E., Sweeney, A. and Sellen, J. (2008) ‘What do prisoners want? 
Current concerns of adult male prisoners’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 14(3), pp. 267–274. 
doi: 10.1080/10683160701770161. 
McMurran, M., Tyler, P., Hogue, T., Cooper, K., Dunseath, W. and McDaid, D. (1998) 
‘Measuring motivation to change in offenders’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 4(1), pp. 43–50. 
doi: 10.1080/10683169808401746. 
McMurran, M. and Ward, T. (2004) ‘Motivating offenders to change in therapy: an 
organizing framework’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 9(2), pp. 295–311. 
McMurran, M. and Ward, T. (2010) ‘Treatment readiness, treatment engagement and 
behaviour change’, Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 20(2), pp. 75–85. doi: 
10.1002/cbm.762. 
McNeill, F. (2006) ‘A desistance paradigm for offender management’, Criminology and 
Criminal Justice, 6(1), pp. 39–62. doi: 10.1177/1748895806060666. 
McNeill, F. (2012) ‘Four forms of “offender” rehabilitation: Towards an interdisciplinary 
perspective’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 17(1), pp. 18–36. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-
8333.2011.02039.x. 
326 
 
McNeill, F. (2014) ‘Three aspects of desistance?’, Discovering desistance. Available at: 
https://blogs.iriss.org.uk/discoveringdesistance/2014/05/23/three-aspects-of-desistance/ 
(Accessed: 30 November 2018). 
McNeill, F. (2017) ‘Rehabilitation, corrections and society’, Advancing Corrections: Journal 
of the International Corrections and Prisons Association. (Distinguished Scholar Lecture), 5, 
pp. 10–20. 
McNeill, F. (2018) ‘Rehabilitation, corrections and society: the 2017 ICPA Distinguished 
Scholar Lecture’, Advancing Corrections Journal, 5, pp. 10–20. 
McNeill, F., Anderson, K., Colvin, S., Overy, K., Sparks, R. and Tett, L. (2011) ‘Inspiring 
desistance? Arts projects and “what works?’’”’, Justitiele Verkenningen, 37(5), pp. 80–101. 
McNeill, F., Farrall, S., Lightowler, C. and Maruna, S. (2012a) How and why people stop 
offending: discovering desistance. Available at: http://eprints.gla.ac.uk/79860/ (Accessed: 15 
August 2016). 
McNeill, F., Farrall, S., Lightowler, C. and Maruna, S. (2012b) ‘Reexamining evidence-based 
practice in community corrections: Beyond “a confined view” of What Works’, Justice 
Research and Policy, 14(1), pp. 35–60. doi: 10.3818/JRP.14.1.2012.35. 
McNeill, F., Farrall, S., Lightowler, C. and Maruna, S. (2015) ‘Discovering desistance: 
Reconfiguring criminal justice?’, The New Zealand Corrections Journal, 3(1), pp. 1–4. 
McNeill, F. and Schinkel, M. (2017) ‘Prisons and desistance’, in Jewkes, Y., Bennett, J., and 
Crewe, B. (eds.) The handbook on prisons. 2nd edn. London: Routledge, pp. 607–621. 
McNeill, F. and Weaver, B. (2010) Changing lives? Desistance research and offender 
management. 03/2010. Available at: https://www.sccjr.ac.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2012/11/Report_2010_03_-_Changing_Lives.pdf (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 
McSweeney, T., Stevens, A., Hunt, N. and Turnbull, P. J. (2006) ‘Twisting arms or a helping 
hand? Assessing the impact of “coerced” and comparable “voluntary” drug treatment 
options’, British Journal of Criminology, 47(3), pp. 470–490. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azl087. 
Megargee, E. I. (1995) ‘Assessment research in correctional settings: Methodological issues 
and practical problems’, Psychological Assessment, 7(3), pp. 359–366. 
Meisenhelder, T. (1977) ‘An exploratory study of exiting from criminal careers’, 
Criminology, 15(3), pp. 319–334. doi: 10.1111/j.1745-9125.1977.tb00069.x. 
Melnick, G., De Leon, G., Thomas, G., Kressel, D. and Wexler, H. K. (2001) ‘Treatment 
process in prison therapeutic communities: motivation, participation, and outcome’, The 
American Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 27(4), pp. 633–650. doi: 10.1081/ADA-
100107660. 
Melnick, G., Hawke, J. and Wexler, H. K. (2004) ‘Client perceptions of prison-based 
therapeutic community drug treatment programs’, The Prison Journal, 84(1), pp. 121–138. 
doi: 10.1177/0032885503262459. 
327 
 
Melnick, M. (1984) ‘Skills through drama: the use of professional techniques in the treatment 
and education of prison and ex-offender populations’, Journal of Group Psychotherapy, 
Psychodrama & Sociometry, 37(3), pp. 104–116. 
Mercer, J., Gibson, K. and Clayton, D. (2015) ‘The therapeutic potential of a prison-based 
animal programme in the UK’, The Journal of Forensic Practice, 17(1), pp. 43–54. doi: 
10.1108/JFP-09-2014-0031. 
Merrington, S. and Stanley, S. (2004) ‘“What works?”: Revisiting the evidence in England 
and Wales’, Probation Journal, 51(1), pp. 7–20. doi: 10.1177/0264550504042445. 
Messina, N., Burdon, W., Hagopian, G. and Prendergast, M. (2006) ‘Predictors of prison-
based treatment outcomes: a comparison of men and women participants’, The American 
Journal of Drug and Alcohol Abuse, 32(1), pp. 7–28. doi: 10.1080/00952990500328463. 
Messina, N., Grella, C. E., Cartier, J. and Torres, S. (2010) ‘A randomized experimental 
study of gender-responsive substance abuse treatment for women in prison’, Journal of 
Substance Abuse Treatment, 38(2), pp. 97–107. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2009.09.004. 
Meyer, C. L., Tangney, J. P., Stuewig, J. and Moore, K. E. (2014) ‘Why do some jail inmates 
not engage in treatment and services?’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and 
Comparative Criminology, 58(8), pp. 914–930. doi: 10.1177/0306624X13489828. 
Meyer, S. J. (2011) ‘Factors affecting student success in postsecondary academic correctional 
education programs’, Journal of Correctional Education, 62(2), pp. 132–164. 
Meyer, S. J., Fredericks, L., Bordon, C. M. and Richardson, P. L. (2010) ‘Implementing post-
secondary academic programs in state prisons: challenges and opportunities’, Journal of 
Correctional Education, 61(2), pp. 148–183. 
Milburn, K. (1995) ‘A critical review of peer education with young people with special 
reference to sexual health’, Health Education Research, 10(4), pp. 407–420. doi: 
10.1093/her/10.4.407. 
Miles, A. and Clarke, R. (2006) The arts in criminal justice: A study of research feasibility. 
Available at: 
http://www.cresc.ac.uk/sites/default/files/The%20Arts%20in%20Criminal%20Justice.pdf 
(Accessed: 22 March 2017). 
Milkman, H. and Wanberg, K. (2007) Cognitive-behavioral treatment: a review and 
discussion for corrections professionals. Available at: http://doi.apa.org/get-pe-
doi.cfm?doi=10.1037/e681162012-001 (Accessed: 30 April 2019). 
Miller, J. M., Koons-Witt, B. A. and Ventura, H. E. (2004) ‘Barriers to evaluating the 
effectiveness of drug treatment behind bars’, Journal of Criminal Justice, 32(1), pp. 75–83. 
doi: 10.1016/j.jcrimjus.2003.10.006. 
Miller, W. R. (1983) ‘Motivational interviewing with problem drinkers’, Behavioural 
Psychotherapy, 11(2), pp. 147–172. doi: 10.1017/S0141347300006583. 
328 
 
Miller, W. R. and Rollnick, S. (2012) ‘Meeting in the middle: motivational interviewing and 
self-determination theory’, International Journal of Behavioral Nutrition and Physical 
Activity, 9(1), p. 25. doi: 10.1186/1479-5868-9-25. 
Mills, A. and Kendall, K. (2016) ‘Mental health in prisons’, in Jewkes, Y., Bennett, J., and 
Crewe, B. (eds.) Handbook on prisons. 2nd edn. Abingdon, UK: Routledge, pp. 187–204. 
Millward, L. and Senker, S. (2012) ‘Self‐determination in rehabilitation: a qualitative case 
study of three young offenders on community orders’, The British Journal of Forensic 
Practice, 14(3), pp. 204–216. doi: 10.1108/14636641211254923. 
Ministry of Justice (2013) Transforming Rehabilitation: a summary of evidence on reducing 
reoffending. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/243718/evidence-reduce-reoffending.pdf (Accessed: 16 July 2016). 
Ministry of Justice (2015) Accredited programmes annual bulletin 2014/15, England and 
Wales. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/449587/accred
ited-programmes-annual-bulletin-2014-15.pdf (Accessed: 2 March 2017). 
Ministry of Justice (2016) Prison safety and reform. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/565014/cm-9350-prison-safety-and-reform-_web_.pdf (Accessed: 24 April 2018). 
Ministry of Justice (2017) Annual NOMS digest 2016/17. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/633904/annual-noms-digest-report.pdf (Accessed: 22 October 2018). 
Ministry of Justice (2018) Female offender strategy. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/719819/female-offender-strategy.pdf (Accessed: 30 July 2019). 
Ministry of Justice (2019) Proven reoffending statistics quarterly bulletin, January 2017 to 
March 2017. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/775079/proven_reoffending_bulletin_January_to_March_17.pdf (Accessed: 4 March 
2019). 
Mjåland, K. (2016) ‘Exploring prison drug use in the context of prison-based drug 
rehabilitation’, Drugs: Education, Prevention and Policy, 23(2), pp. 154–162. doi: 
10.3109/09687637.2015.1136265. 
Moller, A. C., Deci, E. L. and Elliot, A. J. (2010) ‘Person-level relatedness and the 
incremental value of relating’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 36(6), pp. 754–
767. doi: 10.1177/0146167210371622. 
Moore, K. E., Stuewig, J. B. and Tangney, J. P. (2016) ‘The effect of stigma on criminal 
offenders’ functioning: a longitudinal mediational model*’, Deviant Behavior, 37(2), pp. 
196–218. doi: 10.1080/01639625.2014.1004035. 
329 
 
Moran, D. (2013) ‘Between outside and inside? Prison visiting rooms as liminal carceral 
spaces’, GeoJournal, 78(2), pp. 339–351. doi: 10.1007/s10708-011-9442-6. 
Morash, M., Bynum, T. S. and Koons-Witt, B. (1998) Women offenders: programming needs 
and promising approaches. Available at: https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles/171668.pdf 
(Accessed: 28 August 2016). 
Morey, M. and Crewe, B. (2018) ‘Work, intimacy and prisoner masculinities’, in Maycock, 
M. and Hunt, K. (eds.) New perspectives on prison masculinities. Cham, Switzerland: 
Palgrave Macmillan, pp. 17–41. doi: 10.1007/978-3-319-65654-0_2. 
Morgen, K. and Kressel, D. (2010) ‘Motivation change in therapeutic community residential 
treatment’, Journal of Addictions & Offender Counseling, 30(2), pp. 73–83. doi: 
10.1002/j.2161-1874.2010.tb00058.x. 
Morrow, S. L. (2005) ‘Quality and trustworthiness in qualitative research in counseling 
psychology’, Journal of Counseling Psychology, 52(2), pp. 250–260. doi: 10.1037/0022-
0167.52.2.250. 
Mossière, A. and Serin, R. (2014) ‘A critique of models and measures of treatment readiness 
in offenders’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 19(4), pp. 383–389. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2014.06.004. 
Mulloy, R., Smiley, C., W. and Mawson, D., L. (2007) ‘The impact of empathy training on 
offender treatment’, Forum on Corrections Research, 11(1). Available at: http://www.csc-
scc.gc.ca/research/forum/e111/e111d-eng.shtml (Accessed: 25 March 2017). 
Murray, J. (2013) ‘The effects of imprisonment on families and the children of prisoners’, in 
Liebling, A. and Maruna, S. (eds.) The effects of imprisonment. 1st edn. Willan, pp. 442–464. 
doi: 10.4324/9781843926030. 
Neighbors, C., Walker, D. D., Roffman, R. A., Mbilinyi, L. F. and Edleson, J. L. (2008) 
‘Self-Determination Theory and Motivational Interviewing: Complementary models to elicit 
voluntary engagement by partner-abusive men’, The American Journal of Family Therapy, 
36(2), pp. 126–136. doi: 10.1080/01926180701236142. 
Netto, N. R., Carter, J. M. and Bonell, C. (2014) ‘A systematic review of interventions that 
adopt the “Good Lives” approach to offender rehabilitation’, Journal of Offender 
Rehabilitation, 53(6), pp. 403–432. doi: 10.1080/10509674.2014.931746. 
Nichols, H. (2016) An inquiry into adult male prisoners’ experiences of education. PhD 
thesis. University of Hull. Available at: https://hydra.hull.ac.uk/assets/hull:14397a/content 
(Accessed: 14 June 2018). 
Niemiec, C. P. and Ryan, R. M. (2009) ‘Autonomy, competence, and relatedness in the 
classroom: Applying self-determination theory to educational practice’, School Field, 7(2), 
pp. 133–144. doi: 10.1177/1477878509104318. 
Nugent, B. and Schinkel, M. (2016) ‘The pains of desistance’, Criminology & Criminal 
Justice, 16(5), pp. 568–584. doi: 10.1177/1748895816634812. 
330 
 
O’Brien, K. and Daffern, M. (2017) ‘An exploration of responsivity among violent offenders: 
predicting access to treatment, treatment engagement and programme completion’, 
Psychiatry, Psychology and Law, 24(2), pp. 259–277. doi: 10.1080/13218719.2016.1230923. 
O’Brien, R. (2010) The learning prison. Available at: 
https://www.thersa.org/globalassets/pdfs/reports/the-learning-prison-report.pdf (Accessed: 5 
August 2019). 
Olver, M. E., Stockdale, K. C. and Wormith, J. S. (2011) ‘A meta-analysis of predictors of 
offender treatment attrition and its relationship to recidivism.’, Journal of Consulting and 
Clinical Psychology, 79(1), pp. 6–21. doi: 10.1037/a0022200. 
O’Malley, S. and Devaney, C. (2016) ‘Supporting incarcerated mothers in Ireland with their 
familial relationships; a case for the revival of the social work role’, Probation Journal, 
63(3), pp. 293–309. doi: 10.1177/0264550516648393. 
Ormston, R., Spencer, L., Barnard, M. and Snape, D. (2013) ‘The foundations of qualitative 
research’, in Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., Lewis, P. of S. P. J., Nicholls, C. M., and Ormston, R. 
(eds.) Qualitative research practice: a guide for social science students and researchers. 2nd 
edn. London: SAGE, pp. 1–25. 
O’Sullivan, R., Hart, W. and Healy, D. (2018) ‘Transformative rehabilitation: exploring 
prisoners’ experiences of the Community Based Health and First Aid programme in Ireland’, 
European Journal on Criminal Policy and Research. doi: 10.1007/s10610-018-9396-z. 
Padgett, D. K. (2017) Qualitative methods in social work research. 3rd edn. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
Palinkas, L. A., Horwitz, S. M., Green, C. A., Wisdom, J. P., Duan, N. and Hoagwood, K. 
(2015) ‘Purposeful sampling for qualitative data collection and analysis in mixed method 
implementation research’, Administration and Policy in Mental Health, 42(5), pp. 533–544. 
doi: 10.1007/s10488-013-0528-y. 
Palmer, T. (1975) ‘Martinson revisited’, Journal of Research in Crime and Delinquency, 
12(2), pp. 133–152. doi: 10.1177/002242787501200206. 
Palmer, T. (1995) ‘Programmatic and nonprogrammatic aspects of successful intervention: 
new directions for research’, Crime & Delinquency, 41(1), pp. 100–131. doi: 
10.1177/0011128795041001006. 
Palmer, W. R. T. (1984) ‘Programming for long-term Inmates: a new perspective’, Canadian 
Journal of Criminology, 26, pp. 439–458. 
Panitsides, E. A. and Moussiou, E. (2019) ‘What does it take to motivate inmates to 
participate in prison education? An exploratory study in a Greek prison’, Journal of Adult 
and Continuing Education. doi: 10.1177/1477971419840667. 
Panting, H., Swift, C., Goodman, W. and Davis, C. (2018) ‘Examining the utility of the 
Stages of Change model for working with offenders with learning disabilities’, Journal of 
Intellectual Disabilities and Offending Behaviour, 9(2), pp. 91–101. doi: 10.1108/JIDOB-02-
2018-0003. 
331 
 
Parhar, K. K., Wormith, J. S., Derkzen, D. M. and Beauregard, A. M. (2008) ‘Offender 
coercion in treatment: a meta-analysis of effectiveness’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
35(9), pp. 1109–1135. doi: 10.1177/0093854808320169. 
Parkin, S. and McKeganey, N. (2000) ‘The rise and rise of peer education approaches’, 
Drugs: Education, Prevention and Policy, 7(3), pp. 293–310. doi: 
10.1080/09687630050109961. 
Patenaude, A. L. (2004) ‘No promises, but I’m willing to listen and tell what I hear: 
Conducting qualitative research among prison inmates and staff’, The Prison Journal, 84(4 
Suppl.), pp. 69S-91S. doi: 10.1177/0032885504269898. 
Paternoster, R., Bachman, R., Bushway, S., Kerrison, E. and O’Connell, D. (2015) ‘Human 
agency and explanations of criminal desistance: arguments for a Rational Choice Theory’, 
Journal of Developmental and Life-Course Criminology, 1(3), pp. 209–235. doi: 
10.1007/s40865-015-0013-2. 
Paternoster, R. and Bushway, S. (2009) ‘Desistance and the “feared self”: Toward an identity 
theory of criminal desistance’, The Journal of Criminal Law and Criminology, 99(4), pp. 
1103–1156. 
Patton, M. Q. (2015) Qualitative research and evalutation methods. 4th edn. Thousand Oaks, 
CA: SAGE Publications, Inc. 
Pavey, L., Greitemeyer, T. and Sparks, P. (2011) ‘Highlighting relatedness promotes 
prosocial motives and behavior’, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, 37(7), pp. 905–
917. doi: 10.1177/0146167211405994. 
Pavey, L., Greitemeyer, T. and Sparks, P. (2012) ‘“I help because I want to, not because you 
tell me to”: empathy increases autonomously motivated helping’, Personality and Social 
Psychology Bulletin, 38(5), pp. 681–689. doi: 10.1177/0146167211435940. 
Payne, G. and Payne, J. (2004) Key concepts in social research. 1st edn. London: SAGE 
Publications Ltd. 
Peled-Laskov, R. and Timor, U. (2018) ‘Working bars: Employed prisoners’ perception of 
professional training and employment in prison’, International Journal of Criminology and 
Sociology, 7, pp. 1–15. doi: 10.6000/1929-4409.2018.07.01. 
Pelissier, B. (2007) ‘Treatment retention in a prison-based residential sex offender treatment 
program’, Sex Abuse, 19, pp. 333–346. 
Pelissier, B. and Jones, N. (2005) ‘A review of gender differences among substance abusers’, 
Crime & Delinquency, 51(3), pp. 343–372. doi: 10.1177/0011128704270218. 
Pelissier, B. and Jones, N. (2006) ‘Differences in motivation, coping style, and self-efficacy 
among incarcerated male and female drug users’, Journal of Substance Abuse Treatment, 
30(2), pp. 113–120. doi: 10.1016/j.jsat.2005.10.006. 
Pelletier, L. G., Tuson, K. M., Green‐Demers, I., Noels, K. and Beaton, A. M. (1998) ‘Why 
are you doing things for the environment? The Motivation Toward the Environment Scale 
332 
 
(MTES)’, Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 28(5), pp. 437–468. doi: 10.1111/j.1559-
1816.1998.tb01714.x. 
Pelletier, L. G., Tuson, K. M. and Haddad, N. K. (1997) ‘Client Motivation for Therapy 
Scale: A measure of intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, and amotivation for therapy’, 
Journal of Personality Assessment, 68(2), pp. 414–435. doi: 10.1207/s15327752jpa6802_11. 
Perrin, C. (2017) The untapped utility of peer-support programs in prisons and implications 
for theory, policy, and practice. PhD thesis. Nottingham Trent University. Available at: 
http://irep.ntu.ac.uk/id/eprint/32821/1/Christian%20Perrin%202018%20Full%20Thesis%20-
%20Corrected.pdf (Accessed: 3 June 2019). 
Perrin, C. and Blagden, N. (2014) ‘Accumulating meaning, purpose and opportunities to 
change “drip by drip”: the impact of being a Listener in prison’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 
20(9), pp. 902–920. doi: 10.1080/1068316X.2014.888429. 
Perrin, C. and Blagden, N. (2016) ‘Movements towards desistance via peer-support roles in 
prison’, in Abrams, L. S., Hughes, E., Inderbitzin, M., and Meek, R. (eds.) The voluntary 
sector in prisons: encouraging personal and institutional change. New York: Palgrave 
Macmillan, pp. 115–142. doi: 10.1057/978-1-137-54215-1_5. 
Perrin, C., Blagden, N., Winder, B. and Dillon, G. (2018) ‘“It’s sort of reaffirmed to me that 
I’m not a monster, I’m not a terrible person”: sex offenders’ movements toward desistance 
via peer-support roles in prison’, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 30(7), 
pp. 759–780. doi: 10.1177/1079063217697133. 
Petersilia, J. (1980) ‘Which inmates participate in prison treatment programs?’, Journal of 
Offender Counseling Services Rehabilitation, 4(2), pp. 121–136. doi: 
10.1300/J264v04n02_04. 
Petrosino, A., Turpin-Petrosino, C. and Buehler, J. (2003) ‘Scared Straight and other juvenile 
awareness programs for preventing juvenile delinquency: a systematic review of the 
randomized experimental evidence’, The Annals of the American Academy of Political and 
Social Science, 589, pp. 41–62. 
Petrosino, A., Turpin-Petrosino, C., Hollis-Peel, M. E. and Lavenberg, J. G. (2013) Scared 
Straight and other juvenile awareness programs for preventing juvenile deliquency: a 
systematic review. Available at: 
http://www.campbellcollaboration.org/media/k2/attachments/Petrosino_Scared_Straight_Upd
ate.pdf (Accessed: 6 March 2017). 
Phillippi, J. and Lauderdale, J. (2018) ‘A guide to field notes for qualitative research: context 
and conversation’, Qualitative Health Research, 28(3), pp. 381–388. doi: 
10.1177/1049732317697102. 
Piacentini, L., Weaver, B. and Jardine, C. (2018) Employment and employability in Scottish 
prisons. Available at: http://www.sccjr.ac.uk/wp-
content/uploads/2018/02/Research_Briefing_Prisons_Employability.pdf (Accessed: 21 June 
2018). 
333 
 
Pintrich, P. R. (2004) ‘A conceptual framework for assessing motivation and self-regulated 
learning in college students’, Educational Psychology Review, 16(4), pp. 385–407. doi: 
10.1007/s10648-004-0006-x. 
Podmore, J. (2014) The key worker in transforming rehabilitation. Issues paper 1. Available 
at: https://www.thersa.org/globalassets/pdfs/reports/supporting-
documents/prisons/rsa_transitions_issues_paper_1_06.14.pdf (Accessed: 15 May 2019). 
Polaschek, D. L. L. (2009) ‘Rehabilitating high-risk offenders: Pre-treatment motivation, 
therapeutic responsivity, and change’, Journal of the New Zealand College of Clinical 
Psychologists, 19(3), pp. 39–48. 
Polaschek, D. L. L. (2011) ‘Many sizes fit all: a preliminary framework for conceptualizing 
the development and provision of cognitive–behavioral rehabilitation programs for 
offenders’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 16(1), pp. 20–35. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2010.10.002. 
Polaschek, D. L. L. (2012) ‘An appraisal of the risk-need-responsivity (RNR) model of 
offender rehabilitation and its application in correctional treatment’, Legal and 
Criminological Psychology, 17(1), pp. 1–17. doi: 10.1111/j.2044-8333.2011.02038.x. 
Polaschek, D. L. L., Anstiss, B. and Wilson, M. (2010) ‘The assessment of offending-related 
stage of change in offenders: psychometric validation of the URICA with male prisoners’, 
Psychology, Crime & Law, 16(4), pp. 305–325. doi: 10.1080/10683160802698766. 
Polaschek, D. L. L. and Ross, E. C. (2010) ‘Do early therapeutic alliance, motivation, and 
stages of change predict therapy change for high-risk, psychopathic violent prisoners?’, 
Criminal Behaviour and Mental Health, 20(2), pp. 100–111. doi: 10.1002/cbm.759. 
Pollack, S. (1994) ‘Opening the window on a very dark day: a program evaluation of the Peer 
Support Team at the Kingston Prison for Women’, Forum on Corrections Research, 6(1). 
Available at: http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/research/forum/e061/e061i-eng.shtml (Accessed: 16 
March 2018). 
Pope, C., Ziebland, S. and Mays, N. (2000) ‘Analysing qualitative data’, British Medical 
Journal, 320(2), pp. 114–116. 
Porporino, F., J. (2010) ‘Bringing sense and sensitivity to corrections: from programmes to 
“fix” offenders to services to support desistance’, in Brayford, J., Cowe, F. B., and Deering, 
J. (eds.) What else works? Creative work with offenders. 1st edn. Devon: Willan, pp. 61–86. 
Pratt, T. C., Cullen, F. T., Sellers, C. S., Winfree Jr, L. T., Madensen, T. D., Daigle, L. E., 
Fearn, N. E. and Gau, J. M. (2010) ‘The empirical status of Social Learning Theory: a meta‐
analysis’, Justice Quarterly, 27(6), pp. 765–802. doi: 10.1080/07418820903379610. 
Prendergast, M. L., Hall, E. A., Grossman, J., Veliz, R., Gregorio, L., Warda, U. S., Van 
Unen, K. and Knight, C. (2015) ‘Effectiveness of using incentives to improve parolee 
admission and attendance in community addiction treatment’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 
42(10), pp. 1008–1031. doi: 10.1177/0093854815592914. 
Presser, L. (2004) ‘Violent offenders, moral selves: constructing identities and accounts in 
the research interview’, Social Problems, 51(1), pp. 82–101. doi: 10.1525/sp.2004.51.1.82. 
334 
 
Preston, J. (2018) ‘New program combines coding and mentoring to help at-risk youth’, The 
Chronicle of Evidence-Based Mentoring. Available at: 
https://www.evidencebasedmentoring.org/new-program-combines-coding-and-mentoring-to-
help-at-risk-youth/ (Accessed: 12 May 2019). 
Prison Reform Trust (2014) Punishment without purpose: The Incentives and Earned 
Privileges (IEP) scheme and its impact on fairness, decency and rehabilitation behind bars. 
Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/portals/0/documents/punishment%20without%20purpos
e%20final2941007.pdf (Accessed: 22 October 2018). 
Prison Reform Trust (2017a) A DIFFERENT LENS: Report on a pilot programme of active 
citizen forums in prison. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/A%20Different%20Lens.pdf 
(Accessed: 29 July 2018). 
Prison Reform Trust (2017b) Counted out black, Asian and minority ethnic women in the 
criminal justice system. Prison Reform Trust. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/Counted%20Out.pdf (Accessed: 
30 August 2019). 
Prison Reform Trust (no date) Incentives and earned privileges. Available at: 
http://www.prisonreformtrust.org.uk/Portals/0/Documents/IEP%20Briefing%20Prison%20Re
form%20Trust.pdf (Accessed: 22 October 2018). 
Prochaska, J., O. and Di Clemente, C., C. (1982) ‘Transtheoretical therapy: toward a more 
integrative model of change’, Psychotherapy: Theory, research and practice, 19(3), pp. 276–
288. 
Prochaska, J. O. and DiClemente, C. C. (1983) ‘Stages and processes of self-change of 
smoking: Toward an integrative model of change’, Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology, 51(3), pp. 390–395. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.51.3.390. 
Prochaska, J. O. and Diclemente, C. C. (1986) ‘Toward a comprehensive model of change’, 
in Miller, W. R. and Heather, N. (eds.) Treating addictive behaviors: processes of change. 
Boston, MA: Springer US, pp. 3–27. doi: 10.1007/978-1-4613-2191-0_1. 
Prochaska, J. O., DiClemente, C. C. and Norcross, J. C. (1992) ‘In search of how people 
change. Applications to addictive behaviors’, The American Psychologist, 47(9), pp. 1102–
1114. 
Purvis, M., Ward, T. and Willis, G. (2011) ‘The Good Lives Model in practice: offence 
pathways and case management’, European Journal of Probation, 3(2), pp. 4–28. doi: 
10.1177/206622031100300202. 
Raeburn, T., Schmied, V., Hungerford, C. and Cleary, M. (2015) ‘Self-determination Theory: 
a framework for Clubhouse psychosocial rehabilitation research’, Issues in Mental Health 
Nursing, 36(2), pp. 145–151. doi: 10.3109/01612840.2014.927544. 
Ramshaw, P. and Cosgrove, F. (2019) ‘Changing motivations of the special constable: a 
qualitative analysis of the role of organisational experience in retaining satisfaction and 
commitment’, Policing and Society, pp. 1–17. doi: 10.1080/10439463.2019.1612894. 
335 
 
Ratelle, C. F., Guay, F., Vallerand, R. J., Larose, S. and Senécal, C. (2007) ‘Autonomous, 
controlled, and amotivated types of academic motivation: a person-oriented analysis’, 
Journal of Educational Psychology, 99(4), pp. 734–746. doi: 10.1037/0022-0663.99.4.734. 
Reeve, J. (2009) ‘Why teachers adopt a controlling motivating style toward students and how 
they can become more autonomy supportive’, Educational Psychologist, 44(3), pp. 159–175. 
doi: 10.1080/00461520903028990. 
Reiter, K. (2014) ‘Making windows in walls: Strategies for prison research’, Qualitative 
Inquiry, 20(4), pp. 417–428. 
Rex, S. (1999) ‘Desistance from offending: experiences of probation’, The Howard Journal 
of Criminal Justice, 38(4), pp. 366–383. doi: 10.1111/1468-2311.00141. 
Rex, S. (2002) ‘Beyond cognitive-behaviouralism? Reflections on the effectiveness 
literature’, in Bottoms, A., Gelsthorpe, L., and Rex, S. (eds.) Community penalties: change 
and challenges. Devon: Willan Publishing, pp. 67–86. doi: 10.4324/9781843924296-10. 
Rex, S., Lieb, R., Bottoms, A. and Wilson, L. (2003) Accrediting offender programmes: a 
process-based evaluation of the Joint Prison/Probation Services Accreditation Panel. 
Available at: 
https://www.prisonlegalnews.org/media/publications/home_office_research_study_273_accre
diting_offender_prograammes_2003.pdf (Accessed: 4 February 2019). 
Richmond, K. M. (2014) ‘Why work while incarcerated? Inmate perceptions on prison 
industries employment’, Journal of Offender Rehabilitation, 53(4), pp. 231–252. doi: 
10.1080/10509674.2014.902005. 
Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., Nicholls, C. M. and Ormston, R. (2014) Qualitative research practice: 
a guide for social science students and researchers. 2nd edn. London: Sage Publications Ltd. 
Ritchie, J. and Ormston, R. (2013) ‘The application of qualitative methods to social research’, 
in Ritchie, J., Lewis, J., Lewis, P. of S. P. J., Nicholls, C. M., and Ormston, R. (eds.) 
Qualitative research practice: a guide for social science students and researchers. 2nd edn. 
London: SAGE, pp. 27–46. 
Rivlin, A., Hawton, K., Marzano, L. and Fazel, S. (2013) ‘Psychosocial characteristics and 
social networks of suicidal prisoners: towards a model of suicidal behaviour in detention’, 
PLoS ONE, 8(7), p. e68944. doi: 10.1371/journal.pone.0068944. 
Roberts, L. and Indermaur, D. (2008) ‘The ethics of research with prisoners’, Current Issues 
in Criminal Justice, 19(3), pp. 309–326. 
Robinson, G. and Crowe, I. (2009) Offender rehabilitation: theory, research and practice. 
London: SAGE Publications Ltd. Available at: https://www.amazon.co.uk/Offender-
Rehabilitation-Theory-Research-
Practice/dp/1412947715/ref=sr_1_fkmrnull_1?keywords=Offender+Rehabilitation%3A+The
ory%2C+Research+and+Practice%2C&qid=1556627274&s=gateway&sr=8-1-fkmrnull 
(Accessed: 30 April 2019). 
336 
 
Robinson, O. C. (2014) ‘Sampling in interview-based qualitative research: a theoretical and 
practical guide’, Qualitative Research in Psychology, 11(1), pp. 25–41. doi: 
10.1080/14780887.2013.801543. 
Rose, C. (2004) ‘Women’s participation in education: what we know and what we don’t 
know’, The Journal of Correctional Education, 55(1), pp. 78–100. 
Rose, K. and Rose, C. (2014) ‘Enrolling in college while in prison: factors that promote male 
and female prisoners to participate’, Journal of Correctional Education, 65(2), pp. 20–39. 
Rosen, P. J., Hiller, M. L., Webster, J. M., Staton, M. and Leukefeld, C. (2004) ‘Treatment 
motivation and therapeutic engagement in prison-based substance use treatment’, Journal of 
Psychoactive Drugs, 36(3), pp. 387–396. doi: 10.1080/02791072.2004.10400038. 
Ross, E. C. (2008) Investigating the relationship between the therapeutic alliance and 
treatment outcome in violent offender treatment. PhD thesis. Victoria University of 
Wellington. Available at: https://core.ac.uk/download/pdf/41336432.pdf (Accessed: 14 May 
2019). 
Ross, E. C., Polaschek, D. L. L. and Ward, T. (2008) ‘The therapeutic alliance: a theoretical 
revision for offender rehabilitation’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 13(6), pp. 462–480. 
doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2008.07.003. 
Ross, G. E. and Auty, J. M. (2018) ‘The experience of change in a Prison Therapeutic 
Community: an Interpretative Phenomenological Analysis’, Therapeutic Communities: The 
International Journal of Therapeutic Communities, 39(1), pp. 59–70. doi: 10.1108/TC-11-
2016-0024. 
Ross, R. R., Fabiano, E. A. and Ewles, C. D. (1988) ‘Reasoning and Rehabilitation’, 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 32(1), pp. 29–35. 
doi: 10.1177/0306624X8803200104. 
Roth, B. B. and Manger, T. (2014) ‘The relationship between prisoners’ educational motives 
and previous incarceration, sentence length, and sentence served’, London Review of 
Education, 12(2), pp. 209–220. 
Rowe, A. (2016) ‘“Tactics”, agency and power in women’s prisons’, British Journal of 
Criminology, 56(2), pp. 332–349. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azv058. 
Rowe, M. and Soppitt, S. (2014) ‘“Who you gonna call?” The role of trust and relationships 
in desistance from crime’, Probation Journal, 61(4), pp. 397–412. doi: 
10.1177/0264550514548252. 
Roy, V., Châteauvert, J. and Richard, M.-C. (2013) ‘An ecological examination of factors 
influencing men’s engagement in intimate partner violence groups’, Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence, 28(9), pp. 1798–1816. doi: 10.1177/0886260512469110. 
Ryan, R. M. (1982) ‘Control and information in the intrapersonal sphere: an extension of 
Cognitive Evaluation Theory’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 43(3), pp. 450–
461. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.43.3.450. 
337 
 
Ryan, R. M. (1993) ‘Agency and organization: intrinsic motivation, autonomy, and the self in 
psychological development’, in Jacobs, J. (ed.) Nebraska symposium on motivation: 
developmental perspectives on motivation. Lincoln, NE: University of Nebraska Press, pp. 1–
56. 
Ryan, R. M. (1995) ‘Psychological needs and the facilitation of integrative processes’, 
Journal of Personality, 63(3), pp. 397–427. 
Ryan, R. M. and Connell, J., P. (1989) ‘Perceived Locus of Causality and internalisation: 
examining reasons for acting in two domains’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 
57(5), pp. 749–761. 
Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2000a) ‘Intrinsic and extrinsic motivations: Classic definitions 
and new directions’, Contemporary Educational Psychology, 25(1), pp. 54–67. doi: 
10.1006/ceps.1999.1020. 
Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2000b) ‘Self-determination theory and the facilitation of 
intrinsic motivation, social development, and well-being’, American Psychologist, 55(1), p. 
68. 
Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2006) ‘Self-regulation and the problem of human autonomy: 
does psychology need choice, self-determination, and will?’, Journal of Personality, 74(6), 
pp. 1557–1586. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-6494.2006.00420.x. 
Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2008) ‘A self-determination theory approach to psychotherapy: 
the motivational basis for effective change’, Canadian Psychology, 49(3), pp. 186–193. doi: 
10.1037/a0012753. 
Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2017) Self-Determination Theory: Basic Psychological Needs in 
motivation, development, and wellness. 1st edn. New York: Guilford Press. 
Ryan, R. M., Lynch, M. F., Vansteenkiste, M. and Deci, E. L. (2011) ‘Motivation and 
autonomy in counseling, psychotherapy, and behavior change: a look at theory and practice’, 
The Counseling Psychologist, 39(2), pp. 193–260. doi: 10.1177/0011000009359313. 
Ryan, R. M., Mims, V. and Koestner, R. (1983) ‘Relation of reward contingency and 
interpersonal context to intrinsic motivation: a review and test using Cognitive Evaluation 
Theory’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 45(4), pp. 736–750. doi: 
10.1037/0022-3514.45.4.736. 
Ryan, R. M., Patrick, H., Deci, E. L. and Williams, G. C. (2008) ‘Facilitating health 
behaviour change and its maintenance: interventions based on Self-Determination Theory’, 
The European Health Psychologist, 10, pp. 2–5. 
Ryan, R. M., Plant, R. W. and O’Malley, S. (1995) ‘Initial motivations for alcohol treatment: 
relations with patient characteristics, treatment involvement, and dropout’, Addictive 
Behaviors, 20(3), pp. 279–297. doi: 10.1016/0306-4603(94)00072-7. 
Sadlier, G. (2010) Evaluation of the impact of the HM Prison Service Enhanced Thinking 
Skills programme on reoffending: Outcomes of the Surveying Prisoner Crime Reduction 
(SPCR) sample. Available at: http://www.justice.gov.uk/downloads/publications/research-
338 
 
and-analysis/moj-research/eval-enhanced-thinking-skills-prog.pdf (Accessed: 22 March 
2017). 
Sampson, R. J. and Laub, J. H. (1990) ‘Crime and deviance over the life course: the salience 
of adult social bonds’, American Sociological Review, 55(5), p. 609. doi: 10.2307/2095859. 
Sapouna, M., Bisset, C., Conlong, A.-M. and Matthews, B. (2015) What works to reduce 
reoffending: a summary of the evidence. Available at: 
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0047/00476574.pdf (Accessed: 4 March 2017). 
Sarbin, T. R. (1943) ‘The concept of role-taking’, Sociometry, 6(3), pp. 273–285. doi: 
10.2307/2785181. 
Saumure, K. and Given, L., M. (2012) ‘Convenience sample’, in Given, L., M. (ed.) The 
SAGE encyclopedia of qualitative research methods. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE 
Publications, Inc. Available at: https://us.sagepub.com/en-us/nam/the-sage-encyclopedia-of-
qualitative-research-methods/book229805 (Accessed: 7 July 2019). 
Schinkel, M. (2015a) ‘Adaptation, the meaning of imprisonment and outcomes after release – 
the impact of the prison regime’, Prison Service Journal, 219, pp. 24–29. 
Schinkel, M. (2015b) ‘Fair enough: long-term prisoners talk about their sentence’, Scottish 
Justice Matters, 3(1), pp. 23–24. 
Schinkel, M. (2015c) ‘Hook for change or shaky peg? Imprisonment, narratives and 
desistance’, European Journal of Probation, 7(1), pp. 5–20. doi: 
10.1177/2066220315575204. 
Schinkel, M. L. (2013) Long term prisoners’ accounts of their sentence. PhD thesis. 
University of Edinburgh. Available at: https://www.era.lib.ed.ac.uk/handle/1842/7782 
(Accessed: 7 February 2017). 
Schinkel, M. and Whyte, B. (2012) ‘Routes out of prison using Life Coaches to assist 
resettlement’, The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 51(4), pp. 359–371. doi: 
10.1111/j.1468-2311.2012.00724.x. 
Schlosser, J. A. (2008) ‘Issues in interviewing inmates: navigating the methodological 
landmines of prison research’, Qualitative Inquiry, 14(8), pp. 1500–1525. doi: 
10.1177/1077800408318325. 
Schwartz, B. (2012) ‘Choice, freedom, and autonomy’, in Shaver, P. R. and Mikulincer, M. 
(eds.) Meaning, mortality and choice: the social psychology of existential concerns. 
Washington, DC: American Psychological Association, pp. 271–287. 
Schwarz, N. (2007) ‘Retrospective and concurrent self-reports: the rationale for real-time 
data capture’, in Stone, A., Shiffman, S. S., Atienza, A., and Nebeling, L. (eds.) The science 
of real-time data capture: self-reports in health research. 1st edn. New York: Oxford 
University Press, pp. 11–26. Available at: 
https://dornsife.usc.edu/assets/sites/780/docs/schwarz_retrospective_self-
reports_mdc_2007.pdf. 
339 
 
Scott, J. and Alwin, D. (1998) ‘Retrospective versus prospective measurement of life 
histories in longitudinal research’, in Giele, J. and Elder, G. (eds.) Methods of life course 
research: qualitative and quantitative approaches. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE Publications, 
Inc., pp. 98–127. doi: 10.4135/9781483348919.n5. 
Scott, K. (2004) ‘Stage of Change as a predictor of attrition among men in a batterer 
treatment program’, Journal of Family Violence, 19(1), pp. 37–47. 
Scott, K. and Wolfe, D. A. (2003) ‘Readiness to change as a predictor of outcome in batterer 
treatment’, Journal of Consulting and Clinical Psychology, 71(5), pp. 879–889. 
Scott, M. B. and Lyman, S. M. (1968) ‘Accounts’, American Sociological Review, 33(1), pp. 
46–62. 
Scott, S. (2010) ‘Revisiting the total institution: performative regulation in the reinventive 
institution’, Sociology, 44(2), pp. 213–231. doi: 10.1177/0038038509357198. 
Seidman, I. (2006) Interviewing as qualitative research: a guide for researchers in education 
and the social sciences. 3rd edn. New York: Teachers’ College Press. 
Sellen, J. L., McMurran, M., Cox, W. M., Theodosi, E. and Klinger, E. (2006) ‘The Personal 
Concerns Inventory (Offender Adaptation): Measuring and enhancing motivation to change’, 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 50(3), pp. 294–
305. doi: 10.1177/0306624X05281829. 
Sellen, J. L., McMurran, M., Theodosi, E., Cox, M. and Klinger, E. (2009) ‘Validity of the 
offender version of the Personal Concerns Inventory with adult male prisoners’, Psychology, 
Crime & Law, 15(5), pp. 451–468. doi: 10.1080/10683160802356712. 
Serin, R. C. (2007) Treatment responsivity, intervention, and reintegration: a conceptual 
model. Available at: http://www.csc-scc.gc.ca/research/forum/e101/e101f-eng.shtml 
(Accessed: 28 August 2016). 
Serin, R. C. and Lloyd, C. D. (2009) ‘Examining the process of offender change: the 
transition to crime desistance’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 15(4), pp. 347–364. doi: 
10.1080/10683160802261078. 
Serin, R. C. and Lloyd, C. D. (2017) Understanding the Risk Need, Responsivity (RNR) 
model and crime desistance perspective and integrating them into correctional practice. 
Available at: https://carleton.ca/cjdml/wp-content/uploads/Crime-desistance-and-RNR-
final.pdf (Accessed: 30 October 2018). 
Serin, R. C., Lloyd, C. D. and Hanby, L. J. (2010) ‘Enhancing offender re-entry. An 
integrated model for enhancing offender re-Entry’, European Journal of Probation, 2(2), pp. 
53–75. doi: 10.1177/206622031000200205. 
Serin, R. C. and Preston, D. L. (2001) ‘Designing, implementing and managing treatment 
programs for violent offenders’, in Bernfeld, G. A., Farrington, D. P., and Leschied, A. W. 
(eds.) Offender rehabilitation in practice: implementing and evaluating effective programs. 
Chichester, West Sussex: John Wiley & Sons, Ltd., pp. 205–226. 
340 
 
Serin, R. and Kennedy, S. (1997) Treatment readiness and responsivity: contributing to 
effective correctional programming. Available at: https://www.csc-
scc.gc.ca/research/092/r54_e.pdf (Accessed: 1 April 2019). 
Shahar, E. and Shahar, D. J. (2013) ‘Causal diagrams and the cross-sectional study’, Clinical 
Epidemiology, 5, pp. 57–65. doi: 10.2147/CLEP.S42843. 
Shammas, V. L. (2014) ‘The pains of freedom: Assessing the ambiguity of Scandinavian 
penal exceptionalism on Norway’s Prison Island’, Punishment & Society, 16(1), pp. 104–123. 
doi: 10.1177/1462474513504799. 
Shaul, L., Koeter, M. W. J. and Schippers, G. M. (2016) ‘Brief motivation enhancing 
intervention to prevent criminal recidivism in substance-abusing offenders under supervision: 
a randomized trial’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 22(9), pp. 903–914. doi: 
10.1080/1068316X.2016.1202248. 
Sheldon, K. M. and Filak, V. (2008) ‘Manipulating autonomy, competence, and relatedness 
support in a game-learning context: New evidence that all three needs matter’, British 
Journal of Social Psychology, 47(2), pp. 267–283. doi: 10.1348/014466607X238797. 
Shenton, A. K. (2004) ‘Strategies for ensuring trustworthiness in qualitative research 
projects’, Education for Information, 22(2), pp. 63–75. doi: 10.3233/EFI-2004-22201. 
Shingler, J. and Pope, L. (2018) The effectiveness of rehabilitative services for Black, Asian 
and Minority Ethnic people: a rapid evidence assessment. Available at: 
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data
/file/721977/_the-effectiveness-of-rehabilitative-services-for-BAME.pdf (Accessed: 12 
August 2019). 
Shoham, E., Gideon, L., Weisburd, D. and Vilner, Y. (2006) ‘When “more” of a program is 
not necessarily better: drug prevention in the Sharon Prison’, Israel Law Review, 39(1), pp. 
105–126. 
Shoham, E., Zelig, D. A., Hesisi, B. and Weisburd, D. (2017) ‘The “black box” behind 
prison-based vocational training programs’, European Scientific Journal, April Special 
Edition, pp. 432–443. 
Silva, M., N., Marques, M., M. and Teixeira, P., J. (2014) ‘Testing theory in practice: the 
example of self-determination theory-based interventions’, The European Health 
Psychologist, 16(5), pp. 171–180. 
Silverman, D. (2011) Interpreting qualitative data. 4th edn. London: SAGE Publications Ltd. 
Simoneau, H. and Bergeron, J. (2003) ‘Factors affecting motivation during the first six weeks 
of treatment’, Addictive Behaviors, 28(7), pp. 1219–1241. doi: 10.1016/S0306-
4603(02)00257-5. 
Simoni, J. M., Franks, J. C., Lehavot, K. and Yard, S. S. (2011) ‘Peer interventions to 
promote health: Conceptual considerations’, American Journal of Orthopsychiatry, 81(3), pp. 
351–359. doi: 10.1111/j.1939-0025.2011.01103.x. 
341 
 
Simourd, D. J. and Olver, M. E. (2011) ‘Use of the Self-Improvement Orientation Scheme-
Self Report (SOS-SR) among incarcerated offenders’, Psychological Services, 8(3), pp. 200–
211. doi: 10.1037/a0024058. 
Simpson, D. D. and Joe, G. W. (1993) ‘Motivation as a predictor of early dropout from drug 
abuse treatment’, Psychotherapy: Theory, Research, Practice, Training, 30(2), pp. 357–368. 
doi: 10.1037/0033-3204.30.2.357. 
Sirdifield, C. (2006) ‘Piloting a new role in mental health ‐ prison based health trainers’, The 
Journal of Mental Health Training, Education and Practice, 1(4), pp. 15–22. doi: 
10.1108/17556228200600026. 
Slater, R. and Coyle, A. (2017) ‘Time, space, power, and the liminal transformation of the 
psychologised “self ”’, Theory & Psychology, 27(3), pp. 369–388. doi: 
10.1177/0959354317703194. 
Smith, D., J. (2016) Substance abuse treatment motivation: a Self-Determination Theory 
perspective of probation and parole clients. PhD thesis. The Chicago School of Professional 
Psychology. Available at: https://pqdtopen.proquest.com/doc/1831446671.html?FMT=AI 
(Accessed: 9 January 2018). 
Smith, P., Gendreau, P. and Swartz, K. (2009) ‘Validating the principles of effective 
intervention: a systematic review of the contributions of meta-analysis in the field of 
corrections’, Victims & Offenders, 4(2), pp. 148–169. doi: 10.1080/15564880802612581. 
Snow, L. (2002) ‘The role of formalised peer group support in prisons’, in Towl, G., Snow, 
L., and McHugh, M. (eds.) Suicide in Prisons. Malden, MA: Blackwell, pp. 102–120. 
Sobus, M., S. (1995) ‘Mandating community service: psychological implications of requiring 
prosocial behavior’, Law & Psychology Review, 19, pp. 153–182. 
South, J., Bagnall, A.-M. and Woodall, J. (2017) ‘Developing a typology for peer education 
and peer support delivered by prisoners’, Journal of Correctional Health Care, 23(2), pp. 
214–229. 
South, J., Woodall, J., Kinsella, K. and Bagnall, A.-M. (2016) ‘A qualitative synthesis of the 
positive and negative impacts related to delivery of peer-based health interventions in prison 
settings’, BMC Health Services Research, 16(1). doi: 10.1186/s12913-016-1753-3. 
Sowards, K. A., O’Boyle, K. and Weissman, M. (2006) ‘Inspiring hope, envisioning 
alternatives: the importance of peer role models in a mandated treatment program for 
women’, Journal of Social Work Practice in the Addictions, 6(4), pp. 55–70. doi: 
10.1300/J160v06n04_04. 
Sparks, J. R. and Bottoms, A. E. (1995) ‘Legitimacy and order in prisons’, The British 
Journal of Sociology, 46(1), pp. 45–62. doi: 10.2307/591622. 
Spradley, J. (2003) ‘Asking descriptive questions’, in Pogrebin, M., R. (ed.) Qualitative 
approaches to criminal justice: perspectives from the field. Thousand Oaks, CA: SAGE 
Publications, Inc., pp. 44–53. 
342 
 
Stephenson, Z., Harkins, L. and Woodhams, J. (2013) ‘The sequencing of interventions with 
offenders: an addition to the responsivity principle’, Journal of Forensic Psychology 
Practice, 13(5), pp. 429–455. doi: 10.1080/15228932.2013.850318. 
Stevens, A. (2012) ‘“I am the person now I was always meant to be”: Identity reconstruction 
and narrative reframing in therapeutic community prisons’, Criminology and Criminal 
Justice, 12(5), pp. 527–547. doi: 10.1177/1748895811432958. 
Stevens, A. (2013) ‘Prisoners’ motivations for therapeutic community treatment: in search of 
a “different” approach to offender rehabilitation’, Probation Journal, 60(2), pp. 152–167. 
doi: 10.1177/0264550513478321. 
Stevens, A. (2014) ‘“Difference” and desistance in prison-based therapeutic communities’, 
Prison Service Journal, (213), pp. 2–9. 
Stewart, L. and Millson, W. A. (1995) ‘Offender motivation for treatment as a responsivity 
factor’, Forum on Corrections Research, 7(3), pp. 5–7. 
Stewart, L. and Picheca, J. C. (2001) ‘Improving offender motivation for programming’, 
Reintegration Levers, 13(1), pp. 18–20. 
Stiles, P. G., Epstein, M., Poythress, N. and Edens, J. F. (2012) ‘Protecting people who 
decline to participate in research: an example from a prison setting’, IRB: Ethics and Human 
Research, 34(2), pp. 15–18. 
Stone, R. (2016) ‘Desistance and identity repair: redemption narratives as resistance to 
stigma’, British Journal of Criminology, 56(5), pp. 956–975. doi: 10.1093/bjc/azv081. 
van der Stouwe, T., Asscher, J. J., Hoeve, M., van der Laan, P. H. and Stams, G. J. J. M. 
(2018) ‘The influence of treatment motivation on outcomes of social skills training for 
juvenile delinquents’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 62(1), pp. 108–128. doi: 10.1177/0306624X16648130. 
Strauss, S. M. and Falkin, G. P. (2000) ‘The relationship between the quality of drug user 
treatment and program completion: understanding the perceptions of women in a prison-
based program’, Substance Use & Misuse, 35(12–14), pp. 2127–2159. doi: 
10.3109/10826080009148252. 
Stukas, A. A., Snyder, M. and Clary, E. G. (1999) ‘The effects of “mandatory volunteerism” 
on intentions to volunteer’, Psychological Science, 10(1), pp. 59–64. doi: 10.1111/1467-
9280.00107. 
Sturgess, D., Woodhams, J. and Tonkin, M. (2016) ‘Treatment engagement from the 
perspective of the offender: reasons for noncompletion and completion of treatment—a 
systematic review’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative 
Criminology, 60(16), pp. 1873–1896. doi: 10.1177/0306624X15586038. 
Su, Y.-L. and Reeve, J. (2011) ‘A meta-analysis of the effectiveness of intervention programs 
designed to support autonomy’, Educational Psychology Review, 23(1), pp. 159–188. doi: 
10.1007/s10648-010-9142-7. 
343 
 
Sutton, J. and Austin, Z. (2015) ‘Qualitative research: Data collection, analysis, and 
management’, The Canadian Journal of Hospital Pharmacy, 68(3), pp. 226–231. 
Sutton, L. B., Erlen, J. A., Glad, J. M. and Siminoff, L. A. (2003) ‘Recruiting vulnerable 
populations for research: Revisiting the ethical issues’, Journal of Professional Nursing, 
19(2), pp. 106–112. doi: 10.1053/jpnu.2003.16. 
Sykes, G. M. and Matza, D. (1957) ‘Techniques of neutralization: a theory of delinquency’, 
American Sociological Review, 22(6), pp. 664–670. doi: 10.2307/2089195. 
Tait, S. (2011) ‘A typology of prison officer approaches to care’, European Journal of 
Criminology, 8(6), pp. 440–454. doi: 10.1177/1477370811413804. 
Tate, H., Blagden, N. and Mann, R. E. (2017) Prisoners’ perceptions of care and 
rehabilitation from prison officers trained as Five Minute Interventionists. Available at: 
https://nls.ldls.org.uk/welcome.html?ark:/81055/vdc_100052512282.0x000001 (Accessed: 1 
May 2018). 
Taylor, J., Burrowes, N., Disley, E., Liddle, M., Maguire, M., Rubin, J. and Wright, S. (2013) 
Intermediate outcomes of mentoring interventions: a rapid evidence assessment. Available at: 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/254452/Interm
ediate-outcomes-of-mentoring-interventions.pdf (Accessed: 3 March 2017). 
Terry, K. J. and Mitchell, E. W. (2001) ‘Motivation and sex offender treatment efficacy: 
leading a horse to water and making it drink?’, International Journal of Offender Therapy 
and Comparative Criminology, 45(6), pp. 663–672. doi: 10.1177/0306624X01456003. 
Tewksbury, R. and Stengel, K. M. (2006) ‘Assessing correctional education programs: the 
students’ perspective’, Journal of Correctional Education, 57(1), pp. 13–25. 
Theodosi, E. and McMurran, M. (2006) ‘Motivating convicted sex offenders into treatment: a 
pilot study’, The British Journal of Forensic Practice, 8(3), pp. 28–35. doi: 
10.1108/14636646200600017. 
Tierney, D. W. and McCabe, M. P. (2001) ‘The validity of the trans-theoretical model of 
behaviour change to investigate motivation to change among child molesters’, Clinical 
Psychology & Psychotherapy, 8(3), pp. 176–190. doi: 10.1002/cpp.285. 
Tierney, D. W. and McCabe, M. P. (2005) ‘The utility of the Trans-Theoretical Model of 
Behavior Change in the treatment of sex offenders’, Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research 
and Treatment, 17(2), pp. 153–170. doi: 10.1007/s11194-005-4602-1. 
Tilley, S. A. and Powick, K. D. (2002) ‘Distanced data: transcribing other people’s research 
tapes’, Canadian Journal of Education, 27(2/3), p. 291. doi: 10.2307/1602225. 
Toch, H. (1993) Living in prison: the ecology of survival. Rev. ed. Washington, DC: 
American Psychological Association. 
Toch, H. (1997) Corrections: a humanistic approach. Guilderland, N.Y: Criminal Justice 
Press. 
344 
 
Toch, H. (2000) ‘Altruistic activity as correctional treatment’, International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 44(3), pp. 270–278. 
Toch, H. (2002) ‘Everything works’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and 
Comparative Criminology, 46(2), pp. 119–122. 
Toch, H. (2010) ‘“I am not now who I used to be then”: risk assessment and the maturation of 
long-term prison inmates’, The Prison Journal, 90(1), pp. 4–11. doi: 
10.1177/0032885509356408. 
Tolan, P., Henry, D., Schoeny, M. and Bass, A. (2008) Mentoring interventions to affect 
juvenile delinquency and associated problems. Available at: 
https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/pdf/10.4073/csr.2008.16 (Accessed: 28 March 2019). 
Tootoonchi, A. (1993) ‘College education in prisons: the inmates’ perspectives’, Federal 
Probation, 57(4), pp. 34–40. 
Trebilcock, J. (2016) No winners: the reality of short term prison sentences. Available at: 
https://howardleague.org/wp-content/uploads/2016/03/No-Winners.pdf (Accessed: 6 June 
2018). 
Trenshaw, K., F., Revelo, R., A., Earl, K., A. and Herman, G., L. (2016) ‘Using Self 
Determination Theory principles to promote engineering students’ intrinsic motivation to 
learn’, International Journal of Engineering Education, 32(3), pp. 1194–1207. 
Turner, G. and Shepherd, J. (1999) ‘A method in search of a theory: peer education and 
health promotion’, Health Education Research, 14(2), pp. 235–247. doi: 
10.1093/her/14.2.235. 
Turner, J. (2012) ‘Criminals with “community spirit”: practising citizenship in the hidden 
world of the prison’, Space and Polity, 16(3), pp. 321–334. doi: 
10.1080/13562576.2012.733571. 
Uggen, C., Manza, J. and Behrens, A. (2004) ‘“Less than the average citizen”: stigma, role 
transition and the civic reintegration of convicted felons’, in Maruna, S. and Immarigeon, R. 
(eds.) After crime and punishment: pathways to offender reintegration. Cullompton: Willan, 
pp. 261–293. 
Uggen, C., Wakefield, S. and Western, B. (2005) ‘Work and family perspectives on reentry’, 
in Travis, J. and Visher, C. (eds.) Prisoner reentry and crime in America. Cambridge: 
Cambridge University Press, pp. 209–243. doi: 10.1017/CBO9780511813580.008. 
Urdan, T. and Schoenfelder, E. (2006) ‘Classroom effects on student motivation: Goal 
structures, social relationships, and competence beliefs’, Journal of School Psychology, 
44(5), pp. 331–349. doi: 10.1016/j.jsp.2006.04.003. 
Vallerand, R. J., Fortier, M. S. and Guay, F. (1997) ‘Self-Determination and persistence in a 
real-life setting: toward a motivational model of high school dropout’, Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 72(5), pp. 1161–1176. 
Vallerand, R. J., Pelletier, L. G. and Koestner, R. (2008) ‘Reflections on self-determination 
theory’, Canadian Psychology, 49(3), pp. 257–262. doi: 10.1037/a0012804. 
345 
 
Van Damme, L., Fortune, C.-A., Vandevelde, S. and Vanderplasschen, W. (2017) ‘The Good 
Lives Model among detained female adolescents’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 37, pp. 
179–189. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2017.10.002. 
Van Teijlingen, E. R. and Hundley, V. (2001) ‘The importance of pilot studies’. Available at: 
http://sru.soc.surrey.ac.uk/SRU35.html (Accessed: 20 July 2016). 
Vandevelde, S., Palmans, V., Broekaert, E., Rousseau, K. and Vanderstraeten, K. (2006) 
‘How do drug-involved incarcerated and recently released offenders and correctional 
treatment staff perceive treatment? A qualitative study on treatment needs and motivation in 
Belgian prisons’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 12(3), pp. 287–305. doi: 
10.1080/10683160500336420. 
Vansteenkiste, M., Lens, W. and Deci, E. L. (2006) ‘Intrinsic versus extrinsic goal contents in 
Self-Determination Theory: another look at the quality of academic motivation’, Educational 
Psychologist, 41(1), pp. 19–31. doi: 10.1207/s15326985ep4101_4. 
Vansteenkiste, M., Niemiec, C. P. and Soenens, B. (2010) ‘The development of the five mini-
theories of self-determination theory: an historical overview, emerging trends, and future 
directions’, in Urdan, T. C. and Karabenick, S. A. (eds.) Advances in motivation and 
achievement. Emerald Group Publishing Limited, pp. 105–165. doi: 10.1108/S0749-
7423(2010)000016A007. 
Vansteenkiste, M. and Ryan, R. M. (2013) ‘On psychological growth and vulnerability: Basic 
psychological need satisfaction and need frustration as a unifying principle’, Journal of 
Psychotherapy Integration, 23(3), pp. 263–280. doi: 10.1037/a0032359. 
Vansteenkiste, M. and Sheldon, K. M. (2006) ‘There’s nothing more practical than a good 
theory: Integrating motivational interviewing and self-determination theory’, British Journal 
of Clinical Psychology, 45(1), pp. 63–82. doi: 10.1348/014466505X34192. 
Vansteenkiste, M., Simons, J., Lens, W., Sheldon, K. M. and Deci, E. L. (2004) ‘Motivating 
learning, performance, and persistence: the synergistic effects of intrinsic goal contents and 
autonomy-supportive contexts’, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 87(2), pp. 
246–260. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.87.2.246. 
Velasquez, D. (2016) Exploring the associations between child contact and program 
participation among parents in prison. PhD thesis. Georgia State University. Available at: 
https://scholarworks.gsu.edu/cgi/viewcontent.cgi?referer=https://www.google.co.uk/&httpsre
dir=1&article=1001&context=econ_hontheses (Accessed: 5 August 2018). 
Vennard, J., Hedderman, C. and Sugg, D. (1997) Changing offenders’ attitudes and 
behaviour: what works? Available at: http://library.college.police.uk/docs/hors/hors171.pdf 
(Accessed: 16 July 2016). 
Vierling, K. K., Standage, M. and Treasure, D. C. (2007) ‘Predicting attitudes and physical 
activity in an “at-risk” minority youth sample: a test of self-determination theory’, 
Psychology of Sport and Exercise, 8(5), pp. 795–817. doi: 10.1016/j.psychsport.2006.12.006. 
Vredenburgh, A. G., McLeod, J. S. and Nebeker, D. M. (1999) ‘Under what circumstances do 
extrinsic rewards decrease intrinsic motivation?’, Proceedings of the Human Factors and 
346 
 
Ergonomics Society Annual Meeting, 43(14), pp. 830–834. doi: 
10.1177/154193129904301404. 
Wainwright, L. and Nee, C. (2014) ‘The Good Lives Model – new directions for preventative 
practice with children?’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 20(2), pp. 166–182. doi: 
10.1080/1068316X.2013.770851. 
Walker, K., Bowen, E. and Brown, S. (2013) ‘Psychological and criminological factors 
associated with desistance from violence: A review of the literature’, Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 18(2), pp. 286–299. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2012.11.021. 
Ward, T. (2002) ‘Good lives and the rehabilitation of offenders: Promises and problems’, 
Aggression and Violent Behavior, 7(5), pp. 513–528. 
Ward, T. (2017) ‘Prediction and agency: the role of protective factors in correctional 
rehabilitation and desistance’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 32, pp. 19–28. doi: 
10.1016/j.avb.2016.11.012. 
Ward, T. and Brown, M. (2004) ‘The good lives model and conceptual issues in offender 
rehabilitation’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 10(3), pp. 243–257. doi: 
10.1080/10683160410001662744. 
Ward, T., Day, A., Howells, K. and Birgden, A. (2004) ‘The multifactor offender readiness 
model’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 9(6), pp. 645–673. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2003.08.001. 
Ward, T. and Fortune, C.-A. (2013) ‘The Good Lives Model: Aligning risk reduction with 
promoting offenders’ personal goals’, European Journal of Probation, 5(2), pp. 29–46. doi: 
10.1177/206622031300500203. 
Ward, T., Fortune, C.-A. and Polaschek, D. (2014) ‘The Good Lives Model and therapeutic 
environments in forensic settings’, Therapeutic Communities: The International Journal of 
Therapeutic Communities, 35(3), pp. 95–104. doi: 10.1108/TC-02-2014-0006. 
Ward, T. and Gannon, T. A. (2006) ‘Rehabilitation, etiology, and self-regulation: the 
comprehensive good lives model of treatment for sexual offenders’, Aggression and Violent 
Behavior, 11(1), pp. 77–94. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2005.06.001. 
Ward, T., Mann, R. E. and Gannon, T. A. (2007) ‘The Good Lives Model of offender 
rehabilitation: clinical implications’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12(1), pp. 87–107. 
doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2006.03.004. 
Ward, T. and Marshall, B. (2007) ‘Narrative identity and offender rehabilitation’, 
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 51(3), pp. 279–
297. doi: 10.1177/0306624X06291461. 
Ward, T. and Maruna, S. (2007) Rehabilitation. London: Routledge. 
Ward, T., Melser, J. and Yates, P. M. (2007) ‘Reconstructing the Risk–Need–Responsivity 
model: a theoretical elaboration and evaluation’, Aggression and Violent Behavior, 12(2), pp. 
208–228. doi: 10.1016/j.avb.2006.07.001. 
347 
 
Ward, T. and Stewart, C. (2003a) ‘Criminogenic needs and human needs: a theoretical 
model’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 9(2), pp. 125–143. doi: 10.1080/1068316031000116247. 
Ward, T. and Stewart, C. (2003b) ‘The treatment of sex offenders: risk management and good 
lives’, Professional Psychology: Research and Practice, 34(4), pp. 353–360. doi: 
10.1037/0735-7028.34.4.353. 
Ward, T., Yates, P. M. and Willis, G. M. (2012) ‘The Good Lives Model and the Risk Need 
Responsivity Model: a critical response to Andrews, Bonta, and Wormith (2011)’, Criminal 
Justice and Behavior, 39(1), pp. 94–110. doi: 10.1177/0093854811426085. 
Ware, J., Frost, A. and Hoy, A. (2010) ‘A review of the use of therapeutic communities with 
sexual offenders’, International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 
54(5), pp. 721–742. doi: 10.1177/0306624X09343169. 
Warr, J. (2008) ‘Personal reflections on prison staff’, in Bennett, J., Crewe, B., and Wahidin, 
A. (eds.) Understanding prison staff. Cullompton, UK: Willan, pp. 17–29. 
Watt, B. D. and Howells, K. (1999) ‘Skills training for aggression control: Evaluation of an 
anger management programme for violent offenders’, Legal and Criminological Psychology, 
4(2), pp. 285–300. doi: 10.1348/135532599167914. 
Weaver, B. (2012) ‘The relational context of desistance: some implications and opportunities 
for social policy’, Social Policy & Administration, 46(4), pp. 395–412. doi: 10.1111/j.1467-
9515.2012.00840.x. 
Weaver, B. and Lightowler, C. (2012) Shaping the criminal justice system: the role of those 
supported by criminal justice service. Available at: 
https://www.iriss.org.uk/sites/default/files/iriss-insight-13.pdf (Accessed: 6 March 2017). 
Weaver, B. and McNeill, F. (2007) Giving up crime: directions for policy. Available at: 
http://www.scccj.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2011/08/SCCCJ-giving-up-crime-content.pdf 
(Accessed: 24 August 2016). 
Weaver, B. and McNeill, F. (2015) ‘Lifelines: desistance, social relations, and reciprocity’, 
Criminal Justice and Behavior, 42(1), pp. 95–107. doi: 10.1177/0093854814550031. 
Weaver, B. and Nolan, D. (2015) Families of prisoners: a review of the evidence. Available 
at: https://cycj.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/Families-of-Prisoners-A-Review-of-The-
Evidence-FINAL.pdf (Accessed: 5 August 2018). 
Weaver, E. (2013) ‘Desistance, reflexivity and relationality: a case study’, European Journal 
of Probation, 5(3), pp. 71–88. doi: 10.1177/206622031300500306. 
Webb, T. L. and Sheeran, P. (2006) ‘Does changing behavioral intentions engender behavior 
change? A meta-analysis of the experimental evidence’, Psychological Bulletin, 132(2), pp. 
249–268. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.132.2.249. 
Webber, V. and Brunger, F. (2018) ‘Assessing risk to researchers: using the case of sexuality 
research to inform research ethics board guidelines’, Forum: Qualitative Social Research, 
19(3). Available at: http://www.qualitative-research.net/index.php/fqs/article/view/3062 
(Accessed: 8 April 2019). 
348 
 
Weinstein, N. and Ryan, R. M. (2010) ‘When helping helps: Autonomous motivation for 
prosocial behavior and its influence on well-being for the helper and recipient’, Journal of 
Personality and Social Psychology, 98(2), pp. 222–244. doi: 10.1037/a0016984. 
Welsh, W. N. and McGrain, P. N. (2008) ‘Predictors of therapeutic engagement in prison-
based drug treatment’, Drug and Alcohol Dependence, 96(3), pp. 271–280. doi: 
10.1016/j.drugalcdep.2008.03.019. 
White, R. W. (1959) ‘Motivation reconsidered: the concept of competence’, Psychological 
review, 66(5), pp. 297–333. 
Whiteacre, K. W. (2007) ‘Strange bedfellows: The tensions of coerced treatment’, Criminal 
Justice Policy Review, 18(3), pp. 260–273. doi: 10.1177/0887403407300088. 
Whitehead, P. R., Ward, T. and Collie, R. M. (2007) ‘Time for a change: applying the Good 
Lives Model of rehabilitation to a high-risk violent offender’, International Journal of 
Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 51(5), pp. 578–598. doi: 
10.1177/0306624X06296236. 
Wild, T. C., Cunningham, J. A. and Ryan, R. M. (2006) ‘Social pressure, coercion, and client 
engagement at treatment entry: a self-determination theory perspective’, Addictive Behaviors, 
31(10), pp. 1858–1872. doi: 10.1016/j.addbeh.2006.01.002. 
Wild, T. C., Newton-Taylor, B. and Alletto, R. (1998) ‘Perceived coercion among clients 
entering substance abuse treatment: structural and psychological determinants’, Addictive 
Behaviors, 23(1), pp. 81–95. doi: 10.1016/S0306-4603(97)00034-8. 
Williams, D. J. and Strean, W. B. (2002) ‘The Transtheoretical Model and Quality Of Life 
promotion: towards successful offender rehabilitation’, Probation Journal, 49(3), pp. 217–
226. doi: 10.1177/026455050204900305. 
Williams, G. C., Grow, V. M., Freedman, Z. R., Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (1996) 
‘Motivational predictors of weight loss and weight-loss maintenance’, Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology, 70(1), pp. 115–126. 
Williams, G. C., Patrick, H., Niemiec, C. P., Williams, L. K., Divine, G., Lafata, J. E., 
Heisler, M., Tunceli, K. and Pladevall, M. (2009) ‘Reducing the health risks of diabetes’, The 
Diabetes Educator, 35(3), pp. 484–492. doi: 10.1177/0145721709333856. 
Williams, G. G., Gagné, M., Ryan, R. M. and Deci, E. L. (2002) ‘Facilitating autonomous 
motivation for smoking cessation’, Health Psychology, 21(1), pp. 40–50. doi: 10.1037//0278-
6133.21.1.40. 
Williamson, P., Day, A., Howells, K., Bubner, S. and Jauncey, S. (2003) ‘Assessing offender 
readiness to change problems with anger’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 9(4), pp. 295–307. doi: 
10.1080/1068316031000073371. 
Willis, G. M., Prescott, D. S. and Yates, P. M. (2013) ‘The Good Lives Model (GLM) in 
theory and practice’, Sexual Abuse in Australia and New Zealand, 5(1), pp. 3–9. 
Willis, G. M. and Ward, T. (2010) ‘Risk management versus the Good Lives Model: The 
construction of better lives and the reduction of harm’, in Dréan-Rivette, M. and Evans, M. 
349 
 
(eds.) Transnational criminology manual. Netherlands: Wolf Legal Publishing. Available at: 
http://herzog-evans.com/wp-content/uploads/2014/09/willis-ward.pdf. 
Willis, G. M., Ward, T. and Levenson, J. S. (2014) ‘The Good Lives Model (GLM): an 
evaluation of GLM operationalization in North American treatment programs’, Sexual Abuse: 
A Journal of Research and Treatment, 26(1), pp. 58–81. doi: 10.1177/1079063213478202. 
Willis, G. M., Yates, P. M., Gannon, T. A. and Ward, T. (2013) ‘How to integrate the Good 
Lives Model into treatment programs for sexual offending: an introduction and overview’, 
Sexual Abuse: A Journal of Research and Treatment, 25(2), pp. 123–142. doi: 
10.1177/1079063212452618. 
Wilson, D. B., Bouffard, L. A. and Mackenzie, D. L. (2005) ‘A quantitative review of 
structured, group-oriented, cognitive-behavioral programs for offenders’, Criminal Justice 
and Behavior, 32(2), pp. 172–204. doi: 10.1177/0093854804272889. 
Wilson, D. B., Gallagher, C., A. and MacKenzie, D. L. (2000) ‘A meta-analysis of 
corrections-based education, vocation and work programs for adult offenders’, Journal of 
Research in Crime and Delinquency, 37(4), pp. 347–368. 
Wilson, D. and McCabe, S. (2002) ‘How HMP Grendon “works” in the words of those 
undergoing therapy’, The Howard Journal of Criminal Justice, 41(3), pp. 279–291. doi: 
10.1111/1468-2311.00242. 
Wilson, J. A. and Davis, R. C. (2006) ‘Good intentions meet hard realities: an evaluation of 
the Project Greenlight reentry program*’, Criminology, 5(2), pp. 303–338. doi: 
10.1111/j.1745-9133.2006.00380.x. 
Wincup, E. (2017) Criminological research: understanding qualitative methods. 2nd edn. 
London: SAGE. 
Woodall, J., Dixey, R. and South, J. (2014) ‘Control and choice in English prisons: 
developing health-promoting prisons’, Health Promotion International, 29(3), pp. 474–482. 
doi: 10.1093/heapro/dat019. 
Woodall, J., South, J., Dixey, R., De Viggiani, N., Penson, W., Woodall, J., South, J., Dixey, 
R., De Viggiani, N. and Penson, W. (2015) ‘Factors that determine the effectiveness of peer 
interventions in prisons in England and Wales’, Prison Service Journal, 219, pp. 30–37. 
Wooldredge, J., D. (1999) ‘Inmate experiences and psychological well-being’, Criminal 
Justice and Behavior, 26(2), pp. 235–250. 
Wormith, J. S. and Olver, M. E. (2002) ‘Offender treatment attrition and its relationship with 
risk, responsivity, and recidivism’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 29(4), pp. 447–471. doi: 
10.1177/0093854802029004006. 
Worrall, A. and Gelsthorpe, L. (2009) ‘“What works” with women offenders: the past 30 
years’, Probation Journal, 56(4), pp. 329–345. doi: 10.1177/0264550509346538. 
Wright, K. N. (1993) ‘Prison environment and behavioral outcomes’, Journal of Offender 
Rehabilitation, 20(1–2), pp. 93–114. doi: 10.1300/J076v20n01_07. 
350 
 
Yardley, L. (2000) ‘Dilemmas in qualitative health research’, Psychology & Health, 15(2), 
pp. 215–228. doi: 10.1080/08870440008400302. 
Yong, A. D., Williams, M. W. M., Provan, H., Clarke, D. and Sinclair, G. (2015) ‘How do 
offenders move through the stages of change?’, Psychology, Crime & Law, 21(4), pp. 375–
397. doi: 10.1080/1068316X.2014.989166. 
Zamble, E. and Porporino, F. J. (1990) ‘Coping, imprisonment, and rehabilitation: Some data 
and their implications’, Criminal Justice and Behavior, 17, pp. 53–70. 
Zeldman, A., Ryan, R. M. and Fiscella, K. (2004) ‘Motivation, autonomy support, and entity 
beliefs: their role in methadone maintenance treatment’, Journal of Social and Clinical 
Psychology, 23(5), pp. 676–696. 
Ziv, R. (2016) Moving beyond the RNR and GLM models: building a new vision for offender 
rehabilitation. PhD thesis. University of Cincinnati. Available at: 
https://cech.uc.edu/content/dam/cech/programs/criminaljustice/Docs/Dissertations/zivrn.pdf 
(Accessed: 30 October 2018). 
Zuckerman, M., Porac, J., Lathin, D. and Deci, E. L. (1978) ‘On the importance of self-
determination for intrinsically motivated behavior’, Personality and Social Psychology 
Bulletin, 4(3), pp. 443–446. doi: 10.1177/014616727800400317. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
351 
 
Appendices 
 
Appendix A- Interview Schedule 
 
1. Could you please tell me a little bit about your background? 
a. Upbringing and family life 
b. Education 
c. Experiences of work and employment  
d. What brought you to prison on this sentence 
 
2. Can you tell me a bit about your experience of being in prison?  
a. Settling in 
b. Developing new routines  
i. Meals 
ii. Exercise  
iii. Communications  
iv. Sleep  
c. Families and friends  
d. Relationships with the prisoners  
e. Relationships with the staff  
 
3. How would you describe yourself as a person?  
a. Has this changed since you came to prison? In what ways have you changed as 
a person?  
b. Why do you think you have changed in this way? 
 
4. I’d now like to talk a little about how and why you are involved with BrightHorizons 
a. How did you find out about the programme?  
b. What were your initial reasons for applying for the role? 
c. Did you have any concerns about becoming involved? 
d. Are there any other benefits to taking part which you didn’t think about at 
first? 
i. What do you feel you have personally gained from the experience? 
e. Are there ever times where you feel like you would rather not be part of the 
BrightHorizons programme? 
i. Why do you think you sometimes feel like this?  
f. Do you feel like you are still here for the same reason you started, or for 
different reasons that have come up along the way?  
g. How does the programme keep you motivated to turn up to work every day? 
h. Why is it important to you to remain part of the BrightHorizons team? 
 
5. I would now like to ask you a bit about how the programme works 
a. Was it easy to get a place on BrightHorizons? 
i.  Did you have to wait to get a place?  
b. What did the training involve? 
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i. Did you find it useful? 
c. How well is the programme run? 
d. Would you make any improvements to how it is organised or run?  
e. What happens when members of the team leave?  
i. What impact does it have? 
ii. Why do people leave? 
f. In what ways do you think the programme impacts on the young people who 
take part? 
g. If you had had a chance to take part in something like BrightHorizons when 
you were a child, how do you think this would have impacted you?  
 
6. I just wanted to ask about how you get on with others working for BrightHorizons 
a. How do you get on with the staff?  
b. The other prisoners who participate? 
c. Do the staff show you respect? 
i.  In what ways?  
d. Do you feel like your individual needs are met?  
e. Do you make suggestions about the operation of the programme? 
i.  Is your feedback listened to?  
f. In what ways are your strengths recognised and promoted? 
 
7. I wanted to speak now about the impact that working with BrightHorizons has had on 
you 
a. In what ways do you think the programme has changed you since you started?  
i. How has BrightHorizons achieved that? 
b. Has it given you new skills?  
i. What sorts?  
ii. Do you think these skills will be useful for the rest of your time in 
prison and/or on the outside?  
c. Has BrightHorizons changed how you think about things?  
i. What things?  
ii. How has your thinking changed? 
d. Has it enabled you to do things now that you felt you couldn’t do before?  
e. Do you think there is anything more that BrightHorizons could do to help you in 
the future? 
f. What is the most significant experience you have had whilst working for 
BrightHorizons? 
 
8. What other forms of rehabilitation/work have you taken part in and what impact have 
these had on you?  
a. How do these experiences compare to BrightHorizons? 
b. What were/are your reasons for taking part in these other programmes? 
c. Are these reasons the same or different to your reasons for taking part in 
BrightHorizons? 
 
9. What do your friends and family think about you working for BrightHorizons? 
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10. What do you think that the general public think about prison and programmes like 
BrightHorizons? 
 
11. How does the rest of the prison experience effect your rehabilitation? 
 
a. Is there support for your rehabilitation from within the prison? Staff? Other 
inmates?  
b. Does the general prison routine fit around your rehabilitative activities? 
c. Does anything interfere with your rehabilitative activities? In what way? 
 
12. Lastly I’d now like to talk to you about your future 
a. What are your hopes and goals for the future?  
b. In what ways do you think working for BrightHorizons will help you achieve 
these hopes and goals?  
c. What might make it difficult to achieve these hopes and goals outside of the 
prison? 
d. Do you think you will be able to stay away from crime when you leave 
prison?  
i. Why/why not?  
e. Why is it important to you to stay away from crime in the future? 
f. What do you think would be able to help you stay away from crime once you 
are out of prison? 
g. How might your BrightHorizons experience help you?  
 
13. Lastly I would like to talk to you about planning for release 
a. Do you know when you will be released?  
b. Have you made any plans for when you are released? 
c. In what ways has the prison helped you to think about release? 
d.  Who have you received help from? 
e. What kinds of help have you received? 
i. Prerelease courses 
ii. Help with other problems you might be having such as alcohol or drug 
abuse 
iii. Help with housing, employment, money, benefits, work 
iv. Any other training 
v. Community work? Or visits 
f.   Overall do you feel prepared for release? 
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Appendix B- Prisoner Recruitment leaflet 
 
 
                                                       AND 
 
Would like to know… 
 About your experiences of 
participating in the 
BrightHorizons programme 
 Your views of the 
programme 
 How it has impacted your 
attitudes and behaviour 
 The role of background 
factors 
Why?... To gain an understanding of your experiences of participating in the 
BrightHorizons programme, to add to what we know about rehabilitation  
Why YOU?... We are interested in speaking to anybody who has worked 
for the BrightHorizons Crime Diversion Scheme 
What would happen?... If you agreed to take part, you would be visited 
in prison by one of the researchers and interviewed face-to-face for up to one 
hour. Whether you choose to take part is completely up to you, and you will 
be given a lot more details about the study before you decide 
You will be given details about the study before your interview. You can end 
the interview at any point. You do not have to answer anything you don’t want 
to. Your responses will be anonymous. Your data will be stored securely. You 
will not be identified in any way.  
This study has been reviewed and received a favourable ethical opinion from the 
University of Surrey Ethics Committee.  
Want to take part?... Let a member of BrightHorizons staff know today  
 
Programme logo 
here 
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Appendix C- Prisoner Information Sheet 
 
 
 
 
Participant Information Sheet 
 
Exploring prisoner attitudes towards rehabilitative interventions 
 
Introduction 
We are researchers from the Sociology department at the University of Surrey and we are 
conducting a study about the impact of the BrightHorizons scheme which you are working on. 
We would like to invite you to take part in the research. Before you decide whether to take part 
or not, you need to understand why the research is being done and what it will involve for you. 
Please take the time to read the following information carefully and ask questions about 
anything you do not understand. Talk to others about the study if you wish. 
 
What is the purpose of the study? 
The reason we are doing this study is to find out about your experiences of the BrightHorizons 
programme. We are interested in what you think about the programme, some of the 
experiences you have had whilst working on the programme, and how you feel taking part in 
it may have changed how you think and behave. We are also interested in hearing about your 
general background and offending history, along with any other aspects of your life that you 
think may have something to do with the person you are and where you are today.  
 
Why have I been invited to take part in the study? 
You have been invited to take part in this research because you have worked for the 
BrightHorizons Crime Diversion Scheme.  
 
What will I have to do? 
A member of the research team will visit you in prison to speak to you face-to-face. The 
interviewer will have a series of prepared questions to ask you about a number of important 
research topics. However, the specific questions asked will also be partly shaped by what you 
would like to talk to us about. We ask that you be as honest and open as possible in your 
answers. You do not have to answer any questions if you do not want to. 
 
Do I have to take part? 
Programme logo 
here 
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No, you do not have to take part in this study. Nothing negative will happen if you decide you 
would rather not do the study. You do not have to have any particular reason for deciding not 
to take part, it is completely up to you and nobody will question your decision.  
 
What if I change my mind about taking part? 
That is fine. You can end your participation at any time. If you decide to stop mid-way through 
your interview we will keep the data you have provided and may use it if you say this is OK 
with you. If you tell us it is not OK for us to keep your data it will be destroyed. If you do your 
whole interview but then decide afterwards that you no longer want your data to be used in 
the research you will need to let a member of BrightHorizons staff know. Your data will then 
be destroyed unless we have already started using it. You do not need to have a reason for 
not taking part, dropping out, or asking us not to use your data. There will be no negative 
consequences for you if you do any of these things.  
If you begin your interview but are unable to finish it for any reason, another interview can be 
arranged for another time if you would like to try again. If you are unable to finish the interview 
and do not want to be interviewed again, the data you have already provided will still be used 
in the study, unless you tell us you do not want it to be. If you tell us you do not want your data 
to be used it will be destroyed.  
 
What would happen if I agreed to take part? 
If you decide to take part, you will be asked to sign a consent form or verbally agree to take 
part at the beginning of the interview. The interview will last approximately one hour. During 
this time, you will be asked to answer a series of interview questions by a member of the 
research team. 
If it is OK with you we would like to record the interviews (on a voice recorder). This is so that 
we can type up what has been said and look to see if people are telling us similar things.   
 
Will anybody know what I said? 
No. The only identifiable information we will collect will be your name, which will be 
anonymised using pseudonyms (fake names) so that nothing you say will be able to be traced 
back to you. All tape recordings will be distorted so that you cannot be identified by voice. All 
quotes used in the final written products will be anonymised.  
 
What will happen to data that I provide? 
Interview data will be handled extremely carefully as specified by UK Data Protection laws, 
and only members of the research team will be able to access it. Interviews recordings will be 
downloaded to and stored on secure university servers, and deleted from the recording 
equipment as soon as possible.  Hard copies will be kept in locked filing cabinets and 
destroyed once they are no longer needed.  
Research data are stored securely for at least 10 years following their last access, and project 
data (related to the administration of the project, e.g. your consent form) for at least 6 years, 
in line with the University of Surrey policies.  
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If it is OK with you, your anonymised data may be used in further research publications. We 
cannot tell you now what this research might involve or exactly how your data might be used, 
but it would all be ethically and legally approved and anonymous as it has been in this current 
study. We will not check with you again before using the data you provide in this study in the 
future, unless you tell us that you would like us to do that.  
 
What are the possible disadvantages or risks of taking part? 
You may find some of the interview questions sensitive or personal. You are reminded that 
you do not have to answer any questions that you do not want to, and you can withdraw from 
the study at any time should you feel it is having a negative impact on you, even if this is in 
the middle of your interview. Bear in mind you can always talk to a member of BrightHorizons 
or prison staff if you feel you need somebody to speak to.  
You can ask for your data to no longer be used in the study up until May 2017, but if you 
decide that later than this your data may already be being used and it may not be possible to 
take it out of the study. For this reason, it is important you let a member of BrightHorizons staff 
know as soon as possible if you think you would no longer like your data to be used in the 
study.  
 
What are the possible benefits of taking part? 
Taking part in this research allows you to tell your story and share your thoughts with a 
research team who are genuinely interested in what you have to say. 
It is also an opportunity to be part of an exciting and valuable piece of research, which will 
provide insight into whether the scheme you have invested yourself in is having a positive 
impact on others. 
Your participation may contribute to a further understanding of the field of offender 
rehabilitation. 
 
What if there is a problem? 
Any complaint or concern about any aspect of the way you have been dealt with during the 
course of the study will be addressed. Please let one of the members of the BrightHorizons 
staff team know of your concerns and then they will get in touch with the appropriate person 
at the University of Surrey to deal with the matter.  
  
Will my taking part in the study be kept confidential? 
Yes, as outlined above, but in certain exceptional circumstances where you or others may be 
at significant risk of harm, the researcher may need to report this to an appropriate authority. 
This would usually be discussed with you first. 
Examples of those exceptional circumstances when confidential information may have to be 
disclosed are: 
- The researcher believes you are at serious risk of harm, either from yourself or others 
- The researcher suspects a child may be at risk of harm 
358 
 
- You pose a serious risk of harm to, or threaten or abuse others 
- Your behaviour is against prison rules 
- You do something illegal  
 
Who is organising and funding the research? 
This research is organised by the University of Surrey and funded by The BrightHorizons 
Crime Diversion Scheme charity.  
 
Who has reviewed the project? 
This research has been looked at by an independent group of people, called an Ethics 
Committee, to protect your interests. This study has been reviewed by and received a 
favourable ethical opinion from the University of Surrey Ethics Committee. 
 
Thank you for taking the time to read this Information Sheet. 
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Appendix D- Prisoner Consent Form 
 
 
 
Consent Form 
Exploring prisoner’s attitudes towards rehabilitative interventions 
 
  Please initial each box                           
 
 I have read and understood the Information Sheet provided. I have been given a full 
explanation by the researchers of the nature, purpose, location and likely duration of the study, 
and of what I will be expected to do.   
 
 I have been advised about any disadvantages/risks to my health and well-being which may 
result.  I have been given the opportunity to ask questions on all aspects of the study and have 
understood the advice and information given as a result.                                                                                                             
 
 I agree to comply with the requirements of the study as outlined to me to the best of my 
abilities. I shall inform the investigators immediately if I have any concerns  
 
 I agree for my anonymised data to be used for this study  
 
 I agree for my anonymised data to be used for any future research that will have received all 
relevant legal, professional and ethical approvals. 
 
 I give consent to the interview being audio recorded 
 
 I give consent to anonymous verbatim quotations being used in reports 
 
 I understand that all project data will be held for at least 6 years and all research data for at 
least 10 years in accordance with University policy, and that my personal data is held and 
processed in the strictest confidence, and in accordance with the UK Data Protection Act 
(1998). 
 
 I understand that I am free to withdraw from the study at any time without needing to justify 
my decision, without prejudice and without my legal rights and position with BrightHorizons 
being affected.  
 
Yes      No 
Programme logo 
here 
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 I understand that I can request for my data to be withdrawn until May 2017 and that following 
my request all data already collected from me will be destroyed  
 
 I give consent for the researchers to contact me through BrightHorizons staff if this is required, 
for example to make arrangements for a second interview   
 
 I confirm that I have read and understood the above and freely consent to participating in this 
study.  I have been given adequate time to consider my participation.  
 
Name of participant (BLOCK CAPITALS)    ......................................................  
 
Signed  ......................................................  
 
Date  ......................................................  
 
                                                          
 
Name of researcher taking consent  …….............................................. 
(BLOCK CAPITALS)   
  
Signed   .................................................... 
 
Date  ………………………………………………..                                                         
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Yes    No 
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Appendix E- Examples of coding 
 
Nvivo- themes 
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Nvivo- sub-themes 
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Specific examples: themes, sub-themes and quotes 
Example 1 (from Chapter 5: Initial motivation to join BrightHorizons) 
Main theme  Sub-themes   Example quotes 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
‘Giving back’ 
through 
helping 
young people 
 
Interest in 
working with 
young people  
Having 
something in 
common 
with the 
young 
people 
Wanted to use 
own 
experience to 
stop young 
people making 
the same 
mistakes  
“I’ve always been interested in youth work, again, 
because of my children’s homes background and like, 
I’ve always wanted to help people in those kinds of 
situations.” (Jonathan) 
“…because my dream’s always been to work with kids 
but obviously when you get a criminal record for 
fighting you lose that…” (Claire) 
 
 
“…because my dream’s always been to work with kids 
but obviously when you get a criminal record for 
fighting you lose that…” (Claire). 
“I wanted to give back to the community and help 
children, because a lot of children have been going 
through a si ilar life that I've been thr ugh. Single 
parent, council estate, bunking off school, getting into 
s and things like that, gangs. That was my life 
growing up so I believe young people are going 
through that today and have been going through that 
since I've been in prison so I just want to give back to 
the community really, and help as much as I can.” 
(Kieran) 
 
“Yes, so I’m kind of good at listening and I’ve been 
through certain situations before and I haven’t had 
anyone to speak to so I figured if I could put, take some 
of their burden so to say, kind of make it a little bit 
easier because I know what that’d be like when you 
wanted to speak to someone and you couldn’t…” 
(James) 
 
 
 
“…because my dream’s always been to work with kids 
but obviously when you get a criminal record for 
fighting you lose that…” (Claire). 
“I think my main reason [for joining BrightHorizons] 
is because I don’t know whether this would have 
worked for me when I was getting into trouble…but I 
do know that maybe I might have listened to 
someone… belief was always when I was a kid 
was these people don’t understand what’s going on, 
they don’t have the same experiences as me. To be put 
in a position where now I’ve got the experience, can I 
pass it on to other people in a way that isn’t 
patronising and doesn’t make a child feel like I’m 
telling them what to do.” (Corey) 
 
“My initial reasons for the role I think was that one I’ve 
obviously lived a really long criminal lifestyle. I’ve 
seen all sorts from you know, all sorts of devastation 
that comes with it. I’ve seen the highs and lows and 
there are more lows than there are highs […] I think 
I’m in a unique position to kind of, you know, either 
both kind of you know try and talk to young people and 
kind of give them some advice as to why not to follow 
me down the road…” (Jordan) 
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Example 2 (from Chapter 7: Participating provided a sense of relatedness) 
Main theme      Sub-themes     Example quotes 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Building 
relatedness 
through the 
BrightHorizons 
community 
 
Being part of 
a team  
Openness and 
honesty  
Share 
common goals  
“…the confidence that the team will instil in you, I 
don’t know, I’ve never had a real job…and then had a 
team behind me saying, ‘You can do this’ so when I 
was ready and before I got up to deliver it I got a hand 
on my shoulder like ‘you’ve got this’ and when I got 
up I delivered it, I got the thumbs up, sit down, 
everyone clapped. I said, ‘Okay, I’ve got this.’” 
(Ollie) 
 
“…there was a very, very vibrant team when I first 
joined and there was a lot of us so and I felt like it 
kind of, it helps…I was happy to come here and the 
people around me was happy. Once you have a happy 
environment you perform to your best. Now it feels 
like, two people and you can’t be arsed and, you 
know, it doesn’t give you enthusiasm to want to do 
well for yourself.” (Joe) 
 
“…they made me feel so comfortable and want to be 
myself, want to be truthful and how other people are 
so inspiring; openly they talk about their crime, they 
share things in a way I can relate as well.” 
(Tabitha)“…because we're so honest in terms of our 
delivery of the workshops it's done something to us, 
secretly without us knowing, it's like, *imitating a 
robot voice* ‘Now you are part of BrightHorizons, 
you can't lie to each other.’ I think that brought us 
closer in terms of strangers all delivering something 
and then also gaining a respect, value for each 
other…” (Marvin) 
 
“I think we all get along…we all want the same; we 
don’t want different things, we’re all here for the same 
reasons. No one’s here just to tick a box or no one’s 
here just to say, “Oh I done BrightHorizons, I’m ready 
for my …” it’s just, it’s a nice atmosphere. […] it’s 
very productive.” (Claire) 
 
“…most people that come here, they’re very motivated 
and most of them want to, the focus is about helping 
these young people…So, again, we’re all here and we 
all collectively have that same attitude and that makes 
for a good working relationship.” (Jonathan) 
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Examples of manual coding  
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